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ABSTRACT
STUDENTS AS CUSTOMERS: THE INFLUENCE OF NEOLIBERAL
IDEOLOGY AND FREE-MARKET LOGIC ON ENTERING FIRST-YEAR COLLEGE
STUDENTS
MAY 2011
DANIEL B. SAUNDERS, B.A., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS
AMHERST
M.Ed., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Ed.D, UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Directed by: Adjunct Associate Professor Gary Malaney
Scholars have documented the ways in which the influence of neoliberal ideology,
and particularly the extension of free-market logic, has resulted in meaningful changes
within colleges and universities in the United States. However, largely omitted from these
discussions is the impact of neoliberal ideology on college students. Concurrent with the
discussion concerning neoliberalism and higher education, a separate dialogue focusing
on the rise of the conceptualization of students as customers has been occurring amongst
higher education scholars. Such an understanding of college students is consistent with
free-market logic, as the relationship between students and their institutions become
defined in economic terms. While many scholars have lamented about the rise of this
new approach towards education, few have connected it with larger changes in higher
education or with the influence of neoliberal ideology. More importantly, researchers
have yet to measure reliably the extent to which students actually express a customer
orientation. The purpose of this dissertation is to provide the first measure of a customer
orientation, and in the process help describe the impact neoliberal ideology, and freemarket logic in particular, has had on college students.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Introduction
Over the past forty years, neoliberalism has become the dominant ideology in the
United States and much of the world (Harvey, 2005). During this time, the classical
liberalism that defined United States economic and social policy during the nineteenth
and early twentieth century has been revitalized, intensified, and its scope has been
extended (Baez, 2007; Turner, 2008). The rise of neoliberalism has resulted in drastic
cuts to state supported social services and programs, the extension an economic
rationality to cultural, social, and political spheres, and the redefinition of the individual
from a citizen to an autonomous economic actor (Baez, 2007; Lemke, 2001; Turner,
2008). As the neoliberal ideology increasingly shaped individuals’ common sense, the
extension of market logic and the prioritization of economic outcomes have come to
redefine the purposes and roles of social, cultural, and political institutions (Apple, 2001;
Aronowitz, 2000; Giroux, 2005; Harvey,2005; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004).
Concurrent with the rise of neoliberal ideology, higher education scholars have
identified a number of changes to the finances, governance, and faculty of higher
education institutions that are congruent with the logic, policies, and practices associated
with neoliberalism. These changes include cuts in real dollar state allocations (e.g.
allocations adjusted for inflation) to higher education (Levin, 2005; Slaughter &
Rhoades, 2004), the prioritization of revenue generation and an increasing reliance on
applied research and private sources of funding (Alexander, 2001; Clark, 1998; Giroux,
2005; Hill, 2003; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004), the use of more part-time and adjunct
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faculty (Aronowitz, 2000; Giroux, 2005; McLaren, 2005; Rhoades, 2006), and challenges
to systems of shared governance (Ayers, 2005; Currie, 1998; Eckel, 2000; Gumport,
2000). While the effects of neoliberal ideology on these areas of higher education are
well documented, few scholars (with the notable exceptions of Brule, 2004; Hill, 2003;
Levidow, 2005, Levin, 2005; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) include an analysis of student
dispositions and behaviors in their discussions of neoliberalism’s impact on higher
education. Consequently, the literature on neoliberalism and higher education does not
convey the comprehensive socio-political impact of neoliberalism on our colleges and
universities.
In addition to changes to the finances, governance, and faculty of colleges and
universities in the United States, scholars have documented meaningful changes in
college students over the past forty years. One well-discussed change is the rise of a new
conceptualization of student: students-as-customers (Chafee, 1998; Levine & Cureton,
1998; Newson, 2004; Wellen, 2005). To some extent, the conditions that ground the
conceptualization of students as customers, most notably the exchange of money for
educational “services,” have always existed in American higher education. However, it
is only relatively recently, and concurrent with the extension of free-market logic into
higher education, that the customer/service provider conceptualization came to supplant
alternate understandings of the relationship between the student and the institution (e.g.
pupil/teacher, apprentice/master, child/parent, etc.). Importantly, the customer/service
provider relationship is an inappropriate characterization of the relationship between
students and their college or university, because education is not a commodity students
receive in exchange for money, but instead is a creative and complex process that
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requires substantial effort and non-monetary “costs” to achieve (George, 2007). When
the economic exchange between the student and the institution defines their relationship,
it meaningfully redefines the nature of education by prioritizing customer satisfaction
over teaching and learning, defining education from a creative process to a simple
exchange, and emphasizing the importance of grades over all other educational outcomes.
In turn, these transformations lead to a decreased focus on learning, a passive approach to
education, and a restriction of the essential creativity that helps shape the educational
process.
Statement of the Problem
Although many scholars have written about the conceptualization of students as
customers, the extent to which students actually express a customer orientation is
unknown. Claims that this identity is extremely pervasive are often based on anecdotal
information and personal opinions, providing little support for their often substantial
assertions and often generalizing their personal experiences to all college students in the
United States (e.g. Carlson & Fleisher, 2002; Delucchi & Korgen, 2002; Eisengberg,
1997; Gottfried, 2002). The few empirical articles lack trustworthiness due to poor
research methodologies: quantitative studies use convenience samples (e.g. Delucchi &
Korgen, 2002; Obermiller, Fleenor, & Raven, 2005) but results are generalized to all
college students; single-item measures, rather than composites, are utilized to capture the
extent to which students view themselves as customers (e.g. Delucchi & Korgen, 2002;
Finney & Finney, 2010); qualitative studies utilize data from poorly selected samples and
suffer from unclear interviewing procedures and data analysis (e.g. Lomas, 2007; Pitman,
2000). Because existing studies are methodologically weak, our knowledge of the extent
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to which neoliberal ideology and the extension of free-market logic into the educational
sphere has been internalized by students remains sparse.
Not only is existing research methodologically inadequate, as a whole, it lacks
any meaningful theoretical foundation or historical context. The customer identity has
been discussed as “new” for the past four decades, with most scholars failing to provide
even the slightest historical understanding of the phenomenon or connecting changes
within college students to broader changes in the dominant ideology in the United States.
Further, the overwhelming majority of scholarly works on the topic fail to contextualize
the rise of a customer orientation within various other changes occurring in higher
education during the same time, most notably the rise of academic capitalism (Slaughter
& Leslie, 1997; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) and shifts in college students goals and
motivations (Astin, 1998). Instead, the literature seems to purport that this “new”
orientation has risen independently from both changes within the institution and shifts in
the dominant ideology.
Further, researchers have yet to identify a customer orientation as the source of
the wide-ranging changes concerning college students’ approach towards their education.
Scholars focus on specific expressions of this approach towards education, including an
extreme focus on grades (Beatty, 2004; Vogel, 2004), the prioritization of the financial
outcomes of the college experience over educational outcomes (Clayson & Haley, 2005),
shifting relationships between students and faculty (Brule, 2004; Titus, 2008), and the
increasing passivity of students regarding their own education (Bay & Daniel, 2001;
Wueste & Fishman, 2009), but rarely discuss the ways in which these all stem from one
common source. Instead, many of these scholars simply attribute their particular change
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of interest to a customer orientation and provide little support for their arguments. While
such arguments may be theoretically sound and quite appealing to those concerned with
the extension of free-market logic into higher education, without providing a holistic
understanding of the manifestations of a customer orientation and providing evidence that
demonstrates such manifestations have a common underlying cause, the accounts
provided in the literature concerning the conceptualization of students as customers
remain open to substantial criticism.
Additionally, literature on students as customers implicitly assumes all students
express a customer orientation to a similar extent. While some studies have focused on
single academic majors (i.e. Delucchi & Korgen, 2002), no investigations have explored
the extent to which different types of students differentially express this approach
towards their education. In light of overwhelming research on the meaningful differences
in various student beliefs and behaviors by sex, race, first-generation status, political
ideology, and a variety of other demographic characteristics (Pascarella & Terenzini,
2005), one may expect similar differences to exist concerning the extent to which
different students express a customer orientation. By assuming a homogenous expression
of this approach towards education, scholars may be overlooking meaningful differences
within student populations.
While the customer orientation can be understood as a manifestation of neoliberal
ideology, scholars who document and discuss it neglect to contextualize this orientation
within the dominant socioeconomic ideology of the United States. Without considering
the rise of the customer orientation within the greater socioeconomic context, the
discourse within higher education cannot provide a comprehensive understanding of the
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historical changes in and current realities of college student life. More importantly,
without understanding the extent to which students express a customer orientation
towards their education, the larger body of literature concerning the impact of neoliberal
ideology on higher education in the United States is incomplete.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this dissertation is to examine the extent to which neoliberal
ideology, and particularly free-market logic, impacts entering first-year college students.
This exploratory study seeks to identify historical changes to entering first-year college
students’ goals and motivations that are consistent with free-market logic, as well as
explore differences in the extent to which this logic is expressed through students’ goals
and motivations by various institutional and student demographic characteristics. More
importantly, this study aims to measure the extent to which students express a customer
orientation towards their education, a phenomenon best understood as a manifestation of
free-market logic in the educational lives of college students. It then seeks to identify
differences in the extent to which various groups of students express this orientation.
Principle Research Questions
The main research questions guiding this exploratory study are provided below.
1. Have students’ goals and motivations concerning their education changed during
the time in which free-market logic has been extended beyond the economic
sphere and in ways consistent with free-market logic?
a. Are there differences in students’ goals and motivations by institutional
type, selectivity level, and public/private status?

6

b. Examining a single institution, are there differences in students’ goals and
motivations by race, gender, first-generation status, planned academic
major, and level of concern about financing their education?
2. To what extent do entering college students express or reject a customer
orientation towards their education?
a. Are there differences in the extent to which entering students express a
customer orientation by demographic characteristics, including race,
gender, first-generation status, level of concern about financing their
education, and the extent to which they agree or disagree that the current
economic situation significantly affected their college choice?
b. Are there differences in the extent to which entering students express a
customer orientation by student beliefs and behaviors, including planned
college major, political views, and the CIRP constructs of pluralistic
orientation, social agency, and likelihood of college involvement?

Significance of the Study
This exploratory study contains three distinct parts: a) an historical investigation
of changes in students’ goals and motivations and discussion of their connection with
changes in the dominant ideology in the United States, b) an exploration of students’
beliefs concerning various manifestations of a customer orientation and the creation of a
composite measure of this orientation, and c) an exploration of the ways in which various
demographic characteristics influence the extent to which students express a customer
orientation. As discussed previously, current literature on the conceptualization of
students as customers is largely ahistorical and decontextualized. By examining
7

longitudinal data concerning college students’ goals and motivations, this study will help
provide some general context in which contemporary studies can be placed. Further, by
understanding these changes within broader shifts in the dominant socio-economic
ideology of the United States, this investigation will provide a much-needed theoretical
foundation on which one can better understand the observed changes. Also described
previously in this chapter, most literature concerning the conceptualization of students as
customers is based largely on anecdotal information, theoretical reflections, and data
stemming from methodologically weak studies. This exploratory study will create the
first composite measure of a customer orientation, filling a much-needed gap in the
literature on students as customers. Further, it will be the first study to measure
comprehensively the various manifestations of a customer orientation towards education,
making even the analysis of single items an upgrade over what currently exists. Lastly,
this study will be the first to investigate explicitly differences in the extent to which
different types of students express a customer orientation, which will add a necessary
level of complexity to the current literature on students as customers. In general, by
being the first study to investigate thoroughly the phenomenon of college students as
customers, this exploratory investigation can be used as a foundation for future studies in
this area.
This study is important with regard to not only existing literature and future
research on students as customers, but it also has practical significance. In general,
students’ educational orientations help frame their understanding of the purpose of higher
education, and their place within the institutions. These understandings, in turn, help
shape the students’ subsequent educational experiences (Finney & Finney, 2010).
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Further, As Molesworth, Nixon, and Scullion (2009) discuss, students’ approaches to
education are both influenced by and simultaneously influence the campus community,
helping to define the way faculty engage with their students, the way we measure
progress and quality, and who is deemed responsible for the students’ education (Clayson
& Haley, 2005). As such, the extent to which students express a customer orientation
will have a meaningful influence over their own educational experiences, as well as
shaping those of their fellow students and the actions of faculty and staff. Importantly,
scholars have discussed the negative influence a customer orientation has on students’
educational experiences, including fostering a passive approach towards education,
prioritizing grades of learning, and the prioritization of the financial outcomes associated
with a college education. With a customer orientation being a source of such negative
educational beliefs and behaviors, scholars and practitioners who aim to resist these
changes in students’ approach towards their education must be concerned with the extent
to which these students express a customer orientation. However, current research fails
to provide a reliable account of this phenomenon.
Assumptions of the Study
I have made a number of assumptions essential to this study. Most
fundamentally, I assume that neoliberalism exists, it has a coherent ideology, and it has
been the dominant ideology in the United States since the mid-1970s. Secondly, I
assume that a central tenet of neoliberal ideology is the expansion of free-market logic,
and that this logic has manifested in various changes within higher education. I further
assume that the rise of a customer orientation towards education has occurred within the
educational lives of students, and that this orientation is a manifestation of free-market
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logic. Additionally, I assume that a customer orientation can be expressed through the
belief that students as customers and education is a product, an extreme focus on grades,
and the prioritization of financial outcomes of a college education, as well as assuming
that the negative impacts scholars have associated with these beliefs are both accurate
and have occurred to some extent. Finally, I assume that all methodologies utilized in
this study are epistemologically and ontologically valid ways of gathering, analyzing, and
understanding data.
Definitions Used in the Study
While there are a number of different definitions of ideology, I am using it
specifically to refer to the network of beliefs whose acceptance is used to legitimize,
justify, and reproduce the interest of a particular class and particular social, cultural, and
economic structure (Eagleton, 1991). Ideology is intimately connected to power, as it is
used to further the interests of one class over another. Further, it is perpetuated through a
variety of state and quasi-state institutions (what Althusser (1970) refers to as Ideological
State Apparatuses) by excluding rival forms of thought, obfuscating the impact of the
ideology as it is applied in the world, and legitimizing any negative effects stemming
from the application of the ideology that cannot be obscured from common view.
Because of the techniques used to perpetuate dominant ideologies, they saturate an
individual’s consciousness, making it such that she can act in accordance with the central
aspects of the ideology while not necessarily being able to identify the specific beliefs
that ground her actions (Apple, 2004). Importantly, individuals’ decisions are not
completely dictated by the dominant ideology, as they retain substantial agency to resist
the ideology (Williams, 1977).
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Neoliberalism is a term that is used to encompass a variety of economic, social, and
political ideas, policies, and practices, functioning on both individual and institutional
levels (Plehwe, Walpen, & Neunhoffer, 2006; Saad-Filho & Johnson, 2005) which are
largely extreme versions of classical liberalism (Baez, 2007). Its ideology is less a set of
singular ideas stemming from a central source but more a series of reinforcing concepts
originating from numerous sources that are located throughout the world. These concepts
are united by the common ideas of the benevolence of the free market, the privatization
and marketization of public services and programs, and the extension of free-market logic
into cultural, social, and political spheres. Importantly, while this study is confined
mainly to the ideology of neoliberalism, this is not meant to reduce neoliberalism to only
an ideology nor allege is its ideological aspects the most powerful or important.
The most distinct aspect of neoliberalism is the extension of free-market logic beyond
the economic sphere. Free-market logic refers to an approach to the world in which
decisions are made through a cost/benefit analysis that aims to maximize appropriate
types of capital (i.e. financial capital with regard to economic decisions or “human
capital” with regard to educational decisions) (Baez, 2007). As such, the only things
valued under this logic are those that can be easily expressed in terms of capital. The
expansion of free-market logic results in social relations being defined primarily in
market-terms, with individuals becoming rational economic actors and everything from
interpersonal relationships to social institutions being understood as commodities in
which individuals purchase or invest (Lemke, 2001).
As free-market logic expanded beyond the economic sphere, it was increasingly
adopted by those involved in higher education. One manifestation of free-market logic
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within college and universities is students embracing a customer orientation towards their
education. A customer orientation refers to an approach towards education in which
students view themselves as customers purchasing a product (George, 2007). Tightly
coupled with this view are the ideas that (a) education should be primarily concerned
with customer service (Titus, 2008), (b) education is an exchange in which students
passively receive knowledge and training from their faculty (Sharrock, 2000), and (c) that
educational outcomes are only instrumentally valuable to the extent in which they aid in
the accumulation of future wealth (Vogel, 1997).
Overview of the Dissertation
Scholars have documented the ways in which the influence of neoliberal ideology,
and particularly the extension of free-market logic, has resulted in meaningful changes
within colleges and universities in the United States (Ayers, 2005; Giroux, 2005; Levin,
2005; McLaren, 2005; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). However, largely omitted from these
discussions is the impact of neoliberal ideology on college students. Concurrent with the
discussion concerning neoliberalism and higher education, a separate dialogue focusing
on the rise of the conceptualization of students as customers has been occurring amongst
higher education scholars (Chafee, 1998; George, 2007; Levine & Cureton, 1998;
Newson, 2004; Wellen, 2005). Such an understanding of college students is consistent
with free-market logic, as the relationship between students and their institutions become
defined in economic terms. While many scholars have lamented about the rise of this
new approach towards education, few have connected it with larger changes in higher
education or with the influence of neoliberal ideology. More importantly, researchers
have yet to measure reliably the extent to which students actually express a customer

12

orientation. The purpose of this dissertation is to provide the first measure of a customer
orientation, and in the process help describe the impact neoliberal ideology, and freemarket logic in particular, has had on college students.
Chapter 2 begins by defining the central tenets of neoliberal ideology and
discussing the ways in which it has become the dominant ideology in the United and
maintained this status for over thirty years. This discussion provides the context in which
changes within higher education can be best understood. Further, it helps explain how
individuals can act in accordance with neoliberal ideology without necessarily identifying
with this particular approach towards the world. The chapter then shifts to an exploration
of meaningful changes that have occurred in higher education in the United States over
the past thirty years. This discussion will demonstrate how the well-documented changes
to the funding, governance, and faculty life in U.S. institutions of higher education are
results of the expansion of free-market logic to the educational world. Chapter 2 then
shifts to a discussion of the conceptualization of students as customers. Included in this
discussion is an examination of the ways in which students meaningfully differ from
traditional customers, as well as the impact a customer orientation has on the educational
experiences of college students. Importantly, this discussion will demonstrate how a
customer orientation towards education is best understood as a manifestation of freemarket logic in the lives of college students, an understanding that to date few scholars
have attempted to provide. The chapter concludes with a critical analysis of existing
research on the conceptualization of students as customers, revealing substantial gaps in
our understanding of the pervasiveness of this orientation within colleges and universities
in the United States.
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Chapter 3 discusses the methodologies used in this exploratory study. The study
uses data from three separate sources: (a) national CIRP Freshman Survey data from
1972-2009, (b) UMass Amherst institutional CIRP Freshman Survey data from 19712009, and (c) data stemming from the institutional-specific items on the 2010 UMass
Amherst CIRP Freshman Survey that were designed to measure the extent to which
students express a customer orientation towards their education. The specific items under
investigation within the CIRP Freshman Survey are (a) the importance of developing a
meaningful philosophy of life, and (b) the importance of being very well off financially,
with national data being analyzed by various institutional characteristics and UMass
Amherst data being analyzed by a number of student demographic characteristics. This
chapter focuses on the creation of the institutional-specific items, and the analysis of their
data, as they are much more complex than the longitudinal CIRP data. After detailing the
item-creation process and reviewing the data collection, the chapter shifts to a discussion
of the analysis of the customer orientation items. First, it reviews the factor analysis
procedures utilized to create a composite measure of a customer orientation, detailing the
specific methodological choices made in this analysis. The chapter then concludes with a
discussion of the ways in which group differences in the emergent customer orientation
scale were analyzed.
Chapter 4 presents the results of this exploratory study and provides a discussion
of the study’s findings. It begins with a discussion of the longitudinal CIRP data and
differences in students’ responses by the various institutional and demographic
characteristics included in the investigation. This discussion will first provide a
historical context of the impact of free-market logic on college and will help demonstrate
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the ways in which changes in students’ educational priorities can be understood as
manifestations of free-market logic, as well as the uneven impact of this logic on
different types of institutions and students. This chapter then shifts to the extent to
which students express a customer orientation towards their education, and specifically
details the results of the factor analysis of the customer orientation items as well as
students’ responses on the items. Chapter 4 concludes with a discussion of group
differences in the extent to which various groups of students express a customer
orientation towards their education.
The final chapter of this dissertation begins with a discussion of the implications
stemming from the results of this study. It highlights the ways in which this study can be
used to further our understanding of the prevalence of a customer orientation within the
study population at UMass Amherst, and how this study of a single institution can help
frame our larger understanding of the phenomenon. It also discusses the ways in which
the results can help inform the work of higher education practitioners as they engage with
college students. Further, this chapter details the implications of this study concerning
the impact of free-market logic, and more broadly, neoliberal ideology, on institutions of
higher education in the United States. The chapter then shifts to a discussion of the
limitations of the study, which helps place proper perspective around the results of this
exploratory study. Finally, the chapter uses the discussions of the implications and
limitations to frame an overview of the need for future research on the extent to which
students express a customer orientation, and details specific areas in which scholars may
want to focus.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
In the United States, where the term “liberal” refers to a left-leaning political
orientation, neoliberalism is often misunderstood. Its root, liberalism, comes from the
classical liberal economic theory of Adam Smith, David Ricardo, and the Manchester
School that is based around free markets and minimal state intervention in the economy
(Palley, 2005). The neo or new aspect of this liberalism comes from the ways in which
neoliberalism alters the liberal economic theory to correspond to new material conditions
(Turner, 2008). Created in the mid-1970s as a response to economic stagflation in which
a steep recession is combined with a rise in prices, neoliberalism is a return to and
extension of the laissez faire economic theory that reigned until the 1930s but adapted to
a new economic and social world (Harman, 2008; O’Connor, 2002). A complex
assemblage of various policies, practices, behaviors, and discursive representation
(Plehwe, Walpen, & Neunhoffer, 2006), neoliberalism is built around three fundamental
ideas: the expansion of free-market logic into the social, cultural, and political spheres
(Foucault, 2008; Lemke, 2001); limited state “interference” in the operation of the
economy (McCarthy & Prudham, 2004) unless such “interference” is in the form of
securing new markets (Klein, 2007; Harvey, 2005); and the redefinition of the citizen to
an economic actor whose actions should be determined by a cost/benefit analysis (Baez,
2007; Lemke, 2001).
While many people may not be able to specifically identify the central tenets of
neoliberalism, over the past four decades neoliberalism has become the dominant socio16

economic ideology in the United States (Giroux, 2005; McLaren, 2005). An immediate
question comes to mind: how can neoliberalism be the dominant ideology in the United
States if people cannot identify it. This phenomenon is understood by investigating the
ways in which neoliberalism, like all successful ideologies, attempts1 to exclude rival
forms of thought, obfuscate its negative impacts, legitimizes those negative impacts it
cannot hide, and create a simple yet powerful narrative about the ways in which the world
operates (Eagleton, 1991). When neoliberalism is successful in these efforts, individuals
may structure their beliefs and actions around neoliberalism without necessarily being
able to identify specifically neoliberal ideology. As Apple (2004) discusses,
neoliberalism saturates our consciousness to the point that it defines our common sense
beliefs about the world and becomes indivisible from our basic ideas and fundamental
assumptions.
Through understanding the central tenets of neoliberal ideology and recognizing the
ways in which this ideology helps shape an individual’s approach to the world, we are
better positioned to examine the current state of higher education in the United States and
the changes within our college and universities over the past four decades. After all, it is
difficult to find an administrator or faculty member who cites neoliberal ideology as the
foundation of proposed changes, or explicitly state that they want to create more
neoliberal university. However, in response to larger social and economic changes
resulting from neoliberalism, and as a result of the application of neoliberal ideology,
particularly the extension of free-market logic, colleges and universities in the United
1

As Williams (1977) discusses, it is often useful to reify ideologies for the purpose of
discussion, as it drastically simplifies the complex processes through which ideologies are used as
the foundation of various actions. The reification of neoliberalism done throughout this paper is
one such instance. It is not meant to suggest that neoliberalism has agency or can act in the
world.
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States, as well as those who work, teach, and study within them, have undergone a series
of meaningful adaptations consistent with neoliberal ideology.
While a variety of scholars have discussed the impact of neoliberal ideology on the
funding and governance of higher education, as well as faculty composition and
priorities, fewer have discussed its influence on the lives of college students. The
purpose of this chapter is to fill this gap in the literature by exploring changes within
college student populations that are consistent with neoliberal ideology. To do so, it
begins with a general discussion of neoliberal ideology, as well as an exploration of the
ways in which it is perpetuated. This discussion is necessary, as without understanding
the central ideas of neoliberalism it is difficult to identify their manifestations within
higher education. Following this will be a discussion of the ways in which neoliberal
ideology has been extended to and embraced by colleges and universities, resulting in
meaningful changes to the funding priorities, governance, and faculty within our colleges
and universities. By demonstrating the ways in which the application of neoliberal
ideology has resulted in meaningful changes to the core functions and practices of
institutions of higher education, this discussion will provide the basis for the expectation
that neoliberal ideology will have similarly affected college students. This chapter will
conclude with an overview of the impact of neoliberal ideology on college students, a
phenomenon that has received little scholarly attention.
Neoliberalism
Beginning in the 1970s and continuing until today, neoliberalism has become the
dominant ideology in the United States (Harvey, 2005; Saad-Filho & Johnson, 2005).
‘Neoliberalism’ is a term that is used to encompass a variety of economic, social, and
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political ideas, policies, and practices, functioning on both individual and institutional
levels (Plehwe, Walpen, & Neunhoffer, 2006; Saad-Filho & Johnson, 2005). It is less a
singular set of ideas derived from one source and more a plural set of concepts stemming
from numerous sources that are located in varying aspects of our lives (Plehwe, Walpen,
& Neunhoffer, 2006). The policies and practices of neoliberalism operate at local, state,
national, and global levels, making their identification and elucidation extremely
difficult. The complex assemblage of various ideas, policies, and practices that, like any
ideology, are in a constant state of change confounds attempts to define a consistent set of
fundamental aspects of neoliberalism (McCarthy & Prudham, 2004). This is not to say
that neoliberalism lacks coherent and identifiable dimensions, only that these dimensions
act as parameters within which neoliberal concepts, policies, practices, and institutions
operate.

Further, ideology is only one dimension of neoliberalism and its focus here

should not be understood as an attempt to reduce neoliberalism to only an ideology or
suggest that its ideological aspects are its most powerful or important.
While neoliberalism refers to a varied collection of ideas, practices, policies, and
discursive representations (McCarthy & Prudham, 2004), this collection is united by
three broad beliefs: the expansion of free-market, minimal state intervention and
regulation of the economy, and the individual as a rational economic actor (Harvey,
2005; Turner, 2008).

Arguably, the most powerful of these extensions is the expansion

of free-market logic beyond the economic sphere and into the social, political, and
cultural spheres (Lemke, 2001). As Lemke (who relied heavily on the work of Foucault)
discusses, in a neoliberal world, there is no longer a distinction between the market and
the state, between the public and private, and between the individual and the social
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(Lemke, 2001). Baez (2007) states this quite succinctly, “Neoliberalism re-defines the
social as an economic domain, governed by the ‘rational choices’ of entrepreneurial
individuals who see everything they do in terms of maximizing their ‘human capital’” (p.
7).
Scholars have chronicled a series of changes concerning the finances, governance,
faculty, and students of colleges and universities in the United States, though often these
changes are discussed as isolated from broader shifts in American society. Such scholars
fail to recognize how changes in the broader social and economic ideologies extend to
higher education, and in the process result in parallel changes within colleges and
universities. Those who neglect to connect changes within institutions of higher
education with broader changes in American society confuse the symptoms (the realities
within colleges and universities) with the disease itself (the dominant ideology that helps
shape these realities). As such, when discussed apart from the larger context in which
these institutions operate, the causes of historical changes and particular manifestations of
these changes can only be partially understood. This is particularly true regarding
students’ approach to education, including their goals, motivations, education decisions,
and educational behaviors.
To understand more comprehensively higher education in the United States, we
must first understand the broader social and economic contexts in which they operate. To
gain such an understanding requires an investigation of neoliberalism, which has been the
dominant socio-economic ideology in the United States for the past thirty-five years.
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Expanding the Free Market
Just as in classical liberalism, the most fundamental aspect of neoliberalism is
what Karl Polyani (1944) called the “self-regulating market.” Proponents of
neoliberalism view the market as the natural and inevitable organizing and evaluative
force in all social, cultural, and economic matters. They have complete faith in free trade
and believe that competition will naturally lead to economic growth, global prosperity,
and will necessarily benefit all individuals (Shaikh, 2005). If such growth and prosperity
does not occur, it is due to outside interference in the market’s operations, which are
naturally and internally regulated (Harman, 2008). The market is also inherently
efficient, and as such, will create the maximum amount of wealth (Przeworski, 1992).
This is not to say that the market will eliminate economic inequality (quite the opposite is
true in that a certain level of unemployment is required in any capitalist system), but
rather that the free market will allegedly ensure that such inequality is based on the
amount of effort or “hard work” one exerts and the level of natural ability with which one
is born. State intervention, trade unions, and social welfare programs are unnatural
distortions to the market and must be eliminated (Friedman, 1962; Hayek, 1944). These
intrusions into the market not only restrict proper market operations, but also restrict
individuals from freely engaging with the market (Hayek, 1944). Free-market
relationships are the expression of a truly free society as they abolish any restraints
placed on the freedom of individuals (Turner, 2008).
Neoliberalism radically expands the classical liberal idea that the market is the
governing mechanism of the economy to include every aspect of society (Baez, 2007).
Polyani (1944) foretold this in his discussions of the logical extensions of a free market
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society, “Instead of economy being embedded in social relations, socials relations are
embedded in the economy” (p. 60). This expansion of the market results in the
commodification and marketization of not only goods, services, and labor, but also of
culture, relationships, and social institutions (such as schools and prisons) (Baez, 2007).
The same market forces that allegedly determine the price of goods and services while
maximizing economic efficiency also maximize our personal efficiency by guiding us to
make the best personal and social decisions. As Lemke (2001) describes, in a neoliberal
world there is no longer a distinction between the economy and society; everything is
economic.
Redefining the Role of the State
A central tenet of neoliberalism is the restriction of state interference in the
economy. To this end, the social programs and regulations, including welfare, social
security, as well as labor and environmental safeguards, should be abolished or privatized
(McCarthy & Prudham, 2004). Many scholars interpret such changes as the undermining
of the state and the severe weakening of its power (i.e. Harvey, 2005; Giroux, 2005;
McLaren, 2005). This is true to some extent, as a number of the state’s previous
functions are privatized, marketized, and substantially redefined. However, as Baez
(2007) notes, this indicates a changing role of the state and not necessarily a weakening
of the state’s power. As its former functions are redefined, the state remains strong,
though the use of its power is now channeled in different ways using a different logic:
free-market logic (Baez, 2007). According to this logic, social programs such as welfare
and public health care are economically irrational and therefore should be eliminated.
State power should focus on facilitating the operation of the market and the securing
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ability of individuals to operate freely within it, including creating new markets using the
military (Klein, 2007), establishing free trade agreements with different nations (Harvey,
2005), and restructuring the tax system and regulations to support corporations (Turner,
2008). These are all legitimate uses of state power within neoliberal ideology, and all
require a strong state.
The Neoliberal Individual: Homo Oeconomicus
The most distinctively neoliberal phenomenon is the redefinition of the individual
as homo oeconomicus, a rational economic actor whose behaviors, both economic and
non-economic, are determined by a cost/benefit analysis (Lemke, 2001). Free-market
logic expands to the social sphere extends to individuals who should rationally and
consciously calculate the costs and benefits of all their choices, actions, and beliefs
(Lemke, 2001). As Baez (2007) states, “If all social life is to be understood
economically, then the social domain, like the economic one, is governed by the ‘rational
choices’ of entrepreneurial individuals who see everything they do in terms of
maximizing their ‘human capital,’ and it is to be judged under this logic” (p. 10).
Through minimal state intervention in their lives, individuals are “free” to pursue their
interests, though they must bear the costs and responsibility to do so (Fitzsimons, 2002).
If the state attempts to create or define social programs or services, including providing
education, health care, and social security, it is impeding on the freedom of individuals to
make their own choices. Since individuals are autonomous, they no longer need to rely
on a larger society or to work together to attend to their common issues, problems, and
needs nor do they belong to any particular class. In a neoliberal world, there are no social
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problems, only individual challenges, and there cannot be a social solution to an
individual challenge without restricting the individual’s freedom.
Neoliberal ideology attempts to redefine the individual as a consumer (Giroux,
2005); just as if she were purchasing a product, she uses a cost/benefit analysis to
determine what choice is rational (personally beneficial according to neoliberal logic).
This applies to everything in her life – from personal relationships, to educational and
professional decisions, to determining how leisure time will be spent; the individual is
always acting in ways to enhance her human capital. This logic is embedded in phrases
such as “I don’t buy it” referring to not believing a statement is true, “what’s the deal
with that” referring to questioning what is occurring with a specific situation,
“stakeholders” referring to social groups, “buying into” policies or changes in order for
them to be successful, and “investing” in relationships or activities that require time and
energy. These are but a few examples in which market metaphors and free-market logic
are used to define how people express their beliefs, how social groups are defined, how
individuals make their decisions, and how people engage with one another in social and
professional settings. This logic defines every aspect of life, and the individual becomes
homo oeconomicus.
Perpetuating Neoliberal Ideology
Since socio-economic ideologies are rarely discussed in the United States, people
often become quite defensive when they are confronted with a discussion of
neoliberalism. Even within higher education, conference presentations concerning
neoliberalism have been severely critiqued by individuals who call for the specific
identification of the neoliberals, reject the entire discussion of neoliberalism as a radical
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conspiracy theory, or simply refuse to engage with the subject all together. Most
fundamentally, they ask questions such as the following: If neoliberalism is the dominant
ideology in the United States and is the foundation to American’s beliefs and actions,
why do only a fringe group of people self-identify as neoliberals and why are most
Americans unfamiliar with the term that defines their beliefs?
At the surface, these phenomena might appear to be incongruent. How can the
defining beliefs of American society not be consciously and explicitly stated by those
who believe in them? People identify as liberals or conservatives, as Republicans or
Democrats, but few call themselves Neoliberals. They may believe in aspects of
neoliberalism, including faith in the free market, deregulation, and a limited role of the
state, but it is questionable if they believe in the extreme neoliberal variations of these
classic liberal ideas or support their outcomes. If people do not state that they are
neoliberals or believe in the core ideas of neoliberalism, how can it be the dominant
ideology? The answer to this apparent paradox is found in the characteristics and tactics
of neoliberal ideology, including excluding alternatives and rival forms of thought,
legitimizing the neoliberal structure and outcomes, obfuscating the impacts of
neoliberalism (Eagleton, 1991), as well as in the way neoliberalism has so saturated our
consciousness that it defines our common sense beliefs and becomes indivisible from our
basic ideas and fundamental assumptions (Apple, 2004).
A powerful tactic used by proponents of ideology is to exclude rival forms of
thought (Eagleton, 1991). Such exclusion limits perceived alternatives and enables a
specific set of beliefs to define the common sense approaches to and understandings of
the world. Neoliberalism has risen to a dominant position partly because its supporters
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have been so successful at excluding rival forms of thoughts and claiming that it is the
only possible social and economic system (Harvey, 2005). This is best exemplified
through one of the signature phrases of neoliberalism often attributed to Margaret
Thatcher: “There is no alternative” or TINA (Apple, 2004; Munck, 2005). TINA became
the slogan for radical changes to U.S. and British economic policies, including severe
cuts to social programs, attacks on organized labor, and the privatization of public
services and resources. The economic stagflation of the 1970s provided an opportunity
for proponents of neoliberalism to declare that Keynesian economic policies have and
will always fail (O’Connor, 2002). They claimed that the only option to revitalize the
economy and return prosperity to the U.S. and Britain economies was an orthodox return
to classic liberal economic policies (Harvey, 2005). Combined with the fall of the Soviet
Union in 1989, proponents of neoliberalism proclaimed that in a free world there was no
plausible alternative to neoliberalism (Munck, 2005).
Merely claiming, “there is no alternative” does not necessarily make people
automatically believe it is true. The claim has to appear true if it is to be accepted by a
vast proportion of people. This apparent truth comes from the way neoliberal ideology,
just as any successful ideology, is based partly in people’s lived experiences (Eagleton,
1991). Successful ideologies are grounded in our general individual experiences and
attempts to reconstitute and represent them in a way that extracts consent to certain
policies, institutions, and ideas. Specifically, neoliberalism was allegedly born out of
necessity from the severe economic stagflation of the 1970s (Harman, 2008, O’Connor,
2002). Given the difficult economic times and the bleak projections for the future, people
were ready to reject policies that they were told led to the economic downturn. When
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provided with an alternative that appeared to solve both the larger economic woes as well
as personal financial issues they welcomed change (Harman, 2008). The economic
recovery that occurred in the 1980s and most notably the 1990s seemingly provided
evidence of neoliberalism’s suitability and reinforced the original claims of the inherent
benefits of a neoliberal world. The dominant discourse highlighted how unemployment
was low, the Clinton administration had balanced the national budget, the stock market
was booming, and the economy in general seemed to be thriving (Dumenil & Levy,
2005). Provided with this seemingly compelling evidence, the acceptance of
neoliberalism is understandable; it is reasonable for people to desire change when the
current economic system is failing them, just as it is reasonable for them to believe the
new system works when they appear to benefit from it.
All successful ideologies obscure the negative economic and social impacts of
their implementation (Eagleton, 1991), and neoliberalism is no different2. The dominant
discourse of neoliberalism provides only a partial picture of its record as social and
economic policy in the United States, and it is this fragmented truth that better allows for
the extraction of consent from the masses. If attention was to be given to the extreme
concentration of wealth and massive inequality, lack of a rise in real wages, enormous
growth in personal debt, and the restriction of most economic prosperity to wealthy
individuals and financial institutions created during neoliberalism’s tenure (Dumenil &

2

At this point, those familiar with the concept of hegemony may be wondering why I
have yet to mention it. For the purposes of this dissertation, I have restricted the discussion of
neoliberalism to only its ideology. These practices are part of the larger neoliberal hegemony, but
as Williams (1977) and Eagleton (1991) discuss, the relationship between ideology and
hegemony is quite complex. A discussion of the policies, practices, institutions, and social,
political, and economic structures that together create the neoliberal hegemony is beyond the
scope of this dissertation. My omission of any discussion of hegemony is deliberate, and is a
practical decision given the purpose of this dissertation.
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Levy, 2005; Harvey, 2005), people may be less willing to accept the dominant discourse
and ideology. To ensure these outcomes of neoliberal policies and institutions are
removed from the dominant discourse, the media, educational institutions, and other
ideological institutions are utilized to hide and distort the impact of neoliberalism
(Aronowitz, 2000; Herman & Chomsky, 1988; McChesney, 2004). The reality conveyed
through these institutions is only a partial picture of the neoliberal world, as they
obfuscate the devastating impacts of neoliberalism while highlighting the beneficial
outcomes that they could possibly relate to it. The public face of neoliberalism appears to
be largely beneficial, thus enabling its acceptance while reducing any immediate need to
question it or create alternative systems.
Obscuring reality and distorting the truth concerning the economic and social
conditions that sprung from neoliberalism can at best be only partially successful, as the
institutions that are used to distort the truth cannot completely shape individuals’
understandings of the world (Giroux, 2005). This understanding will be informed by
their own experiences and observations, which will often be incongruent with the
dominant discourse provided by ideological institutions (Cheal, 1979). When this
incongruence occurs and when the inequalities and injustices created by neoliberalism are
too extreme to be concealed, attempts are made to legitimize them (Eagleton, 1991).
Adherers to neoliberal ideology attempt to prove the legitimacy of the extreme disparities
in wealth through a simple argument with extremely contested premises. The argument
begins with the assertion that neoliberalism allegedly frees the individual from the
oppressive interference of the state allowing each person to realize their personal
autonomy (Baez, 2007), and since within neoliberalism individuals are rational,
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autonomic economic actors (Lemke, 2001), they will not discriminate based on race,
ethnicity, gender, or any other identity. Such discrimination, the ideology continues,
makes no economic sense and violates the economic logic by making decisions and
distinctions based on social or cultural identities. This ahistorical argument overlooks the
rampant discrimination in all “free” markets, and is an intentional tactic of successful
ideologies (Eagleton, 1991). With no discrimination, so long as the state does not
interfere, allegedly everyone has an equal opportunity to succeed and realize the
American dream (Hayek, 1944).
Next comes the claim that the market is self-regulating, ensuring that the
distribution of wealth is a legitimate product of free competition (Turner, 2008). Thus,
since everyone has equal opportunity, and the means for acquiring wealth are just and
fair, the unequal distribution of wealth is necessarily legitimate. A corollary to this
conclusion is that any inequalities of wealth are a result of individuals not working hard
enough, and they can remedy their situation by changing their personal approach to the
world – the “pull yourself up by your bootstraps” mentality (Hayek, 1944). If in the rare
chance someone does work hard and does not succeed, the assumption is that it is not due
to any structural inequality but only to a deficiency in his or her natural abilities. Further,
these free-market fundamentalists allege that the wealth that is created at the top of the
economic strata will trickle down to the lower classes, believing that what is good for the
wealthy is inevitably good for the poor (Friedman, 1962). This basic line of reasoning
largely shields neoliberalism from claims that it intentionally helps the wealthy at the
expense of the poor, uses the structural inequalities embedded in U.S. society to exploit
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individuals and social groups, and forsakes the welfare of the individuals for the sake of
creating profit (Chomsky, 1998; Giroux, 2005).
The expansion of free-market logic into cultural, political, and social spheres is
the most distinctive aspect of neoliberalism and one of its most powerful ideological tools
(Baez, 2007). It immediately excludes rival forms of thought, for if they are not
consistent with neoliberalism they are by definition not rational and therefore excluded
from consideration. Further, the universalization of free-market logic helps to create the
appearance that it is the natural approach to the world. Since alternatives are excluded
and the same logic is used in every aspect of life, it easily becomes assumed that such
logic must be in some way innate to human beings. This assumption manifests in the
idea of social Darwinism and that competition is part of human nature (Hofstadter, 1992)
and that unfettered capitalism is an inherent part of a free world (Hayek, 1944), as well as
in the fundamental assumptions of certain rational choice and human capital theories that
insist all action is guided by cost/benefit analysis (Munro, 2004). The pervasiveness of
free-market logic culminates in “saturat[ion] of our consciousness, so that the
educational, economic and social world we see and interact with, and the commonsense
interpretations we put on it becomes…the only world” (Apple, 2004, p. 4). This is the
epitome of ideology; neoliberalism defines not only the social, economic, and political
institutions and policies, but it is also used to dictate the manner by which individuals
make day-to-day decisions and structure their lives. Moreover, since neoliberalism
engulfs every aspect of life, it becomes increasingly difficult to identify the origins of
one’s beliefs. The ideology appears ahistorical; it has no beginning and no end, but
instead is a natural part of the world (Eagleton, 1991).
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Through understanding neoliberalism as, in part, an ideology, the apparent
contradiction between the pervasiveness of neoliberal thought and the widespread lack of
acknowledgement or recognition of that thought is resolved. It also helps explain the
pervasiveness of neoliberal logic throughout various aspects of life, as well as the way in
which neoliberalism has been able to maintain its dominant position in the United States
despite its widespread failure and devastating effects (Palley, 2005; Przeworski, 1992;
Shaikh, 2005). This is not to say that neoliberalism is only an ideology or that its
ideological components are its most powerful or important aspects, as the institutions,
policies, and practices of neoliberalism have been extremely devastating around the
world (Klein, 2007). Instead, it is meant to show that through understanding the ideology
of neoliberalism and the ways in which it has been perpetuated we can better understand
the ways it has infiltrated our institutions, discourse, and common sense.
Neoliberalism and the “Business” of Higher Education
As neoliberalism increasingly became the dominant socio-economic ideology of
the United States and as its central tenets became increasingly accepted, a parallel process
of neoliberal development and infusion of free-market logic has occurred within higher
education. The goal of this process is to treat, structure, and support higher education just
as if it were a traditional business (Aronowitz, 2000; Birnbaum, 2000; Knapp & Siegle,
2009; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004; Smith, 2000). While few scholars (i.e. Aronowitz,
2000; Ayers, 2005; Giroux & Giroux, 2004; Hill, 2003; Levin, 2005; Slaughter &
Rhoades, 2004) identify neoliberalism as a source of widespread changes to the
economics, structure, and purpose of higher education over the past thirty years, changes
within higher education have been well documented (Alexander, 2001; Astin, 1998;
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Astin & Oseguera, 2004; Gumport, 1993; Marginson & Considine, 2000; Paulson & St.
John, 2002; Tierney, 1998). As a part of the general reduction in the funding of social
services that were once considered public goods, public higher education has seen drastic
cuts in state funding (Levin, 2005). The privatization and commercialization of
previously publicly-funded institutions extended to higher education, and as a result,
these institutions became increasingly reliant on private funds (Aronowitz, 2000; Giroux
& Giroux, 2004; Hill, 2003; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). A substantial portion of those
private funds came from applied research that was funded and subsequently owned by
private corporations (Clark, 1998; Slaughter, 1998; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). The
role of the faculty and their institutional priorities were altered, with heavy emphasis
placed on generating revenue and a lesser role in institutional decision-making
(Alexander, 2001; Aronowitz, 2000; Levin, 2005). The tenure system, which many have
argued as economically irrational and a “bad investment” (Horowitz, 2004; Tierney,
1998), came under attack. Economic efficiency became a high priority for colleges and
universities, which provided the rationale to use an unprecedented amount of part-time
and adjunct faculty (Aronowitz, 2000; Bousquet, 2008; Giroux, 2005; McLaren, 2005;
Rhoades, 2006) as well as to attack systems of shared governance (Ayers, 2005; Currie,
1998; Eckel, 2000; Gumport, 1993). A college education was increasingly seen as a
private good to be purchased by a student, who was redefined as a customer (Chaffee,
1998; Swagler, 1978; Wellen, 2005). All of these are direct results of individuals and
institutions using free-market logic to make educational decisions.
Many of the scholars (i.e. Aronowitz, 2000; Giroux, 2005; Kezar, 2004) who
discuss the impact of neoliberalism on higher education juxtapose the neoliberal
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university, which focuses on meeting the needs of the market, technical education and job
training, and revenue generation with a previous university that allegedly focused on
civic engagement, democratic education, and learning for its own sake. To some extent,
this contrast is accurate, as the intense focus on revenue generation and the embracing of
free-market logic has led to dramatic changes in institutional priorities and a
vocationalization of the curriculum that was not present in previous incarnations of the
university. However, the claim that universities were ever such democratic institution
with altruistic aims is questionable. As Barrow (1990) discusses, the corporatization of
American higher education began in earnest at the beginning of the expansion of public
education in the nineteenth century. Similarly, Bowles and Gintis (1976) chronicle the
vocalization of the curriculum, corporatization of governing boards, and the focus on
marketable technologies and meeting the needs of capital beginning over a hundred years
before the rise of neoliberalism. These accounts help demonstrate that the changes that
have occurred due to neoliberalism are not transformations of the university, but instead
are substantial accentuations of its previous functions that were already largely
influenced by capitalist ideology. What is new to the neoliberal university is the scope
and extent of these profit-driven, corporate ends, and the explicit use of free-market logic
to make educational decisions. To say that the development of the neoliberal university
and the changes that define it are unique is to both misunderstand the history of higher
education in the United States as well as to misplace the source of many functions of
higher education.
While neoliberalism has affected all aspects of higher education, it has done so to
varying degrees. As Naidoo and Jamieson (2005) discuss, colleges and universities

33

occupy particular spaces within a well-defined hierarchy that is based on a combination
of financial, academic, and reputational capital. They hypothesize that the level of
available capital an institutions has will determine their degree of autonomy from
political and economic spheres, from which free-market logic originates. Institutions
with substantial capital and corresponding autonomy will not have to embrace this logic
and alter their practices and beliefs to the same extent as those without such available
capital. As such, free-market logic will manifest to a greater extent in institutions with
lower (if any) endowments, lower levels of selectivity with regards to admissions, fewer
external research dollars, and lower quantities or other variables that are connected to the
amount of financial, academic, and reputational capital of an institution. This uneven
impact results in institutions who disproportionately serve students from disadvantaged
backgrounds being influence by free-market logic most severely (Naidoo & Jamieson,
2005).
Naidoo and Jamieson (2005) extent their argument from the institutional level to
the departmental level, and suggest that academic subjects also exist within a particular
hierarchy. Departments with substantial financial resources or who are well respected in
their fields will be shielded from free-market logic to a greater extent than those without
such resources. Interestingly, research on academic capitalism suggests that many of the
departments that raise substantial revenues are the ones who have already embraced freemarket logic (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). As such, Naidoo and Jamieson’s analysis
concerning the uneven impact at the departmental level may be more appropriate with
regard to academic and reputational capital and not so much regarding financial capital.
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Unfortunately, few other scholars have discussed the potential uneven development of
free-market logic within higher education. However, as the following discussion
concerning the impacts of neoliberal ideology on higher education unfolds, it is important
to keep in mind that the particular manifestations and outcomes of neoliberal ideology in
higher education may not be occurring to the same extent within all colleges and
universities.
Funding, Finances, and Revenue Generation
The logic utilized by those who sought a neoliberal reformation of governmental
social welfare functions has been extended to higher education, resulting in fundamental
shifts in the funding and financing of higher education (Levin, 2005). Congruent with the
general divestment in social institutions, real dollar allocations to higher education –
allocations adjusted for inflation – from state and federal governments have decreased
over the past thirty years (Aronowitz, 2000; Rhoades & Slaughter, 1997). Concurrently,
states have attempted to adopt (with some being successful) outcomes-based funding
formulas for their colleges and universities, and while the performance-based funding is
often less than 10% of total appropriations, given the substantial cuts to higher education,
outcomes-based funding comprises a meaningful amount of money (Moltz, 2010). More
importantly, performance-based funding presents the application of free-market logic in
the funding of higher education, as it stresses competition and results as opposed to
cooperation and the educational process (Moltz, 2010). In general, the funding cuts and
larger fiscal issues provided the material rationalization for the ideological shifts
occurring within higher education, most notably to need to increasingly focus on the
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generation of revenue and to have a steadfast devotion to the efficient use of funds
(Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004).
The reduction in state support has led to dramatic increases tuition and fees
(Alexander, 2001; Winston, 1999), with costs at public four-year universities increasing
139% between 1990 and 2010 (College Board, 2010). Concurrently, states and
institutions have devoted an increasing amount of their financial aid dollars to merit aid,
often at the expense of expanding or maintaining levels of need-based aid (Doyle, 2010;
Paulson & St. John, 2002). Broad-based merit aid programs such as the Georgia HOPE
scholarship program, which uses lottery revenues to provide merit aid for relatively
modest academic achievement (students must maintain a B average), are ubiquitous in
the United States, with at least 16 states having similar merit-based programs (Doyle,
2010). Initially the HOPE program was restricted only to students whose family income
was less than $66,000 and who attended public institutions. However, it was later
changed, with the program now having no income maximum and being offered to
students who attend private institutions (Heller, 2001). Such merit-based aid programs
are meaningfully different from traditional financial aid programs that aim to increase
access to higher education for those who would otherwise not be able to afford it, as
those who do qualify for the merit-based programs would very likely have enrolled in a
college or university without this additional aid (Doyle, 2010). Further, the increased
cost of attendance coupled with the prioritization of maximizing revenues has led
institutions to alter admissions policies and priorities by focusing on full-paying and wellqualified students who will cost less to serve (Levin, 2005; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004).
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While colleges and universities have never been immune to financial
considerations and larger economic forces, what makes the neoliberal university
markedly different from its predecessor is the ways in which market forces are being used
to dictate the institution’s decisions. Proponents of the business-like practices currently
being utilized by colleges and universities often juxtapose what they consider to be a
responsible approach to education with a radical academic world (often coupled with
faculty unions) that insists on financial considerations having no part in academic
decisions (i.e. Carlin, 1999; Greenberg, 2010). It is unclear if anyone meaningfully
involved in higher education actually believes this, as even the staunchest defenders
against the intrusion of market forces within higher education understand that public
colleges and universities operate within the larger social and economic world and as such
need, to some extent, to be responsive to larger economic forces (Aronowitz, 2000;
Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). However, being responsive to financial considerations and
economic forces does not require the adaptation of business-like practices, nor does it
mean that these considerations and forces should dictate academic decisions. Only in a
neoliberal world, where all institutions should operate as business, is the natural reaction
to any potential fiscal difficulties to embrace business practices and goals and to state that
all those who oppose such measures are operating in a “Luddite fantasy” (Greenberg,
2010, para 14,).
Revenue generation, efficiency, and competition define the priorities of all types
of institutions, from community colleges to research universities. Community colleges,
which had never focused on generating revenue in any meaningful way, now exhibited an
increased faculty and institutional orientation to entrepreneurialism (Levin, 2005).
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Community colleges have always played a major role in meeting the needs of capital and
perpetuating structural inequities that enable the neoliberal structure to survive (see Brint
& Karabel, 1989), but until recently, they had not focused on corporate goals of revenue
generation and competition. Regarding research universities, whereas the non-revenue
generating functions of the institution, most notably the liberal arts, were once the
foundation of the university and received adequate institutional support, institutions have
shifted their resources and allocations away from these areas and expanded departments
that have the potential to bring in funds to the university (Levin, 2005; Mignolo, 2000;
Slaughter & Leslie, 1997). To maximize revenue generation, institutions increasingly
focus on applied research with the explicit goal of commercializing the research products
(Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). Applied research is conducted at the expense of basic
research, which had traditionally served a broader public purpose and which is not
quickly or easily marketable (Olssen & Peters, 2005). Coupled with the commodification
of research is a redefinition of research results, discoveries, and creations, which were
once allegedly public goods (though we must be critical of this claim) intended to be
shared openly and freely with the aim of best promoting the well-being of society (Kezar,
2004; Powers, 2010). In a neoliberal world the fruits of research are no longer integral
parts of the “general quest for knowledge” (Kezar, 2004, p.441) but become pieces of
"intellectual property" that should be sold on the open market (Powers & Campbell,
2010).
The commodification and the subsequent marketization of research was enabled
by two acts of congress, the Bayh-Dole Act (1980) and the National Cooperative
Research Act (1984), that can be understood as the expression of neoliberal ideology.
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The Bayh-Dole Act (1980) allowed universities and corporations to keep the rights to
inventions and intellectual property that were discovered or created with the aid of
federal research dollars (Slaughter, 1998). Harmonious with the tenets of neoliberalism
and specifically the privatization and marketization of public goods, this act allowed
publicly funded research to be privatized and sold for profit on the open market. The
National Cooperative Research Act (1984) gave research and development projects
undertaken by joint university-business ventures special anti-trust status, enabling public
funds to be used for private research and development projects that would otherwise be
violations of anti-trust laws (Slaughter, 1998). The deregulation of university-industry
collaborations is a further manifestation of neoliberalism, and when coupled with the
Bayh-Dole Act strongly encourages the university to enter directly into the market.
While the changes described above to the funding and finances of colleges and
universities were arguably done out of necessity, they are all supported by and congruent
with neoliberal ideology. The argument supporting these changes can be understood as
the TINA of higher education – with falling state support there is no alternative but to
change our funding strategy and priorities. The continuation of these allegedly necessary
changes even in times of relative economic prosperity and increased higher education
funding (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) clearly demonstrates that they were not just born
out of necessity, but were independent alterations stemming from a fundamental shift of
the logic governing public higher education.
Governance and Decision Making
As Gumport (1993) began to discuss in the early 1990s, a distinctive shift has
occurred regarding the rationales and motivations of institutional decision-making. She
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notes the conversion from a decision-making process allegedly focused on equity and the
generation of knowledge to decision-making structure that is primarily explicitly
concerned with competitiveness and efficiency. Ayers (2005) notes a similar change in
discourse about and mission statements of community colleges from what was allegedly a
democratization of higher education through these institutions to a “recontextualization of
the educational process by economic processes and their neoliberal ideological basis” (p.
545). Again, these changes were allegedly done out of necessity: There is no alternative
to adopting a corporate approach to higher education.
In addition to shifts in the logic supporting institutional decision-making, there
have been increasing shifts on public control of colleges and universities. These shifts
began in earnest in the early 2000s, with institutions in Colorado, Massachusetts, and
Virginia being given expanded operating freedom in return for reductions in state support
(Kelderman, 2009). The flagship institution of Louisiana State University’s is
considering a similar proposal in which it would be granted exemptions from state
regulations and have increased freedom to set tuition and fee rates in exchange for
reduced state support (Moller, 2010). Interestingly, the current president of the LSU
system, John Lombardi, was the Chancellor of the University of Massachusetts Amherst
when that institution was given similar operating freedoms. A more intensive effort to
limit the public control of higher education occurred in South Carolina in 2003, where
then governor Mark Sanford proposed a reorganization plan that would “eliminate waste
and duplication of effort…[while] giving certain schools the flexibility they want while
saving the state money” (Schmidt, 2003). In response for giving up direct state financial
support and agree to charge in-state residents lower tuition than other students,

40

institutions would be given complete ownership of its campus and freed from all state
control (Schmidt, 2003). The embedded assumption behind this plan was that private
control is inherently more efficient, and that it is more important to maximize efficiency
and save the state money than to have a strong system of public higher education. Plans
to privatize public institutions are also coming directly from institutions themselves. The
University of Virginia’s business school gave up the state funds it receives for its
graduate programs in exchange for complete autonomy, with similar plans currently
being discussed at UCLA’s business school and Arizona State’s law school (Jaschik,
2010). All of these plans were introduced in response to fiscal issues, though all of these
plans proposed permanent changes to the relationship between the state and the
institution. In other words, in response to a seemingly temporary economic recession,
states and institutions argued to permanently change their relationship and privatize their
campuses, schools, or entire systems of public education. It is quite clear from these
plans that the temporary fiscal crises are being used to legitimize attempts to change
permanently public education, and to do so in a way consistent with neoliberal ideology.
While we must be critical of the romanticized depiction of the democratic and
emancipatory roles historically played by American colleges and universities, the explicit
admission and promulgation of a corporate structure and overt actions aimed at
privatizing institutions indicate meaningful changes from previous systems of
governance. This new system attempts to prioritize revenue generation and efficiency
over most all other goals. To this end, institutions are increasingly using part-time and
adjunct faculty members, graduate students, and post-doctoral positions to teach
undergraduates (Aronowitz, 2000; Bousquet, 2008; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004).
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Members of these groups are not a part of faculty senates or professorial labor
organizations and as such they are prevented from engaging in the structures that allow
faculty input in institutional decision-making (Gumport, 2000; Kezar, Lester, &
Anderson, 2006; Levin, 2005; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). Even full professors are not
immune from attacks on governance, with Kean University going as far as to attempt to
remove department chairs and replace them with “executive directors” appointed by the
president (Stripling, 2010). The move, which according to a university spokesman aims
to help “streamline our operations,” would result in a completely new organization
structure, with departments including English and biology being divided into new
organizational units which the faculty had no part in creating (Stripling, 2010). Changes
in the name of efficiency are not limited to the academic labor market, as institutions are
increasingly outsourcing their periphery (and sometimes core) functions, including dining
services, bookstores, and even residential life, and in the process negatively affecting the
motivations of staff and faculty (Currie & Newson, 1998). These areas are directly
marketized, and their educational focus becomes secondary to profit generation and
corporate success. The limited role students have in traditional shared governance
settings is often restricted to these periphery functions (Bambenek & Sifton, 2003), and
with their corporatization came the disappearance of the student voice from the
governance of these areas. While we must question the efficacy of shared governance
systems and the power of faculty and students in the decision-making process, the fact
that those who teach undergraduates and undergraduates themselves are being removed
from even token participation in the process is a troubling change to the governance of
higher education (Kezar, Lester, & Anderson, 2006).
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Even though corporate governance structure has been shown to be ineffective
relative to its collegial counterpart (Currie, 1998; Eckel, 2000; Gumport, 1993), it has
taken hold of higher education (Washburn, 2006). This is not surprising, as those who
are making corporate board decisions are increasingly the same people making decisions
in the educational boardroom. Pusser, Slaughter, and Thomas (2006) chronicle a
growing number of trustees/regents that come directly from the private sector and without
knowledge of or experience (beyond being a student) in higher education. These
individuals bring their corporate logic to the educational decisions they make, resulting in
the current focus on efficiency, revenue generation, and other priorities consistent with
free-market logic. This is perfectly illustrated by James Carlin, former trustee of the
University of Massachusetts and former chair of the Massachusetts Board of Higher
Education, who rants about “foolish research, bloated bureaucracies, too many programs,
light teaching loads, lack of accountability, narrow-minded faculty unions, and shared
governance systems that leaves nobody in charge” while listing his accomplishments in
the corporate world as qualifications for his assertion that “I have never observed
anything as unfocused or mismanaged as higher education” (Carlin, 1999, para 1). The
embedded assumption is that higher education is the same as the business and
corporations that Carlin so successfully ran, and what was done in the business world
should be done in the world of higher education.
Faculty in Neoliberal Education
A heavily researched and documented change within colleges and universities
during the reign of neoliberalism is faculty retrenchment and the increase of part-time
and adjunct faculty. Allegedly in response to financial challenges and the need for a
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more flexible workforce, colleges have turned the responsibility for much of their
instruction to contingent labor (Aronowitz, 2000; Giroux & Giroux, 2004; Kezar, 2004;
Slaughter, 1993, 1998; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). In 1975, almost 57% of all faculty
members were on the tenure track, while in 2009 that number had been reduced to below
30% (Wilson, 2010). Including graduate teaching assistants, tenured or tenure-track
faculty members comprise approximately one-quarter of all individuals teaching college
courses (Wilson, 2010). In addition, while the overall number of faculty and instructors
has increased over the past 15 years, nearly two-thirds of the growth came in the form of
contingent labor (American Federation of Teachers, 2009). The increase in contingent
labor has occurred in all sectors of higher education, with contingent faculty comprising
over 80% of instructors at community colleges, 55% at public comprehensive
institutions, and 41% at public research institutions (American Federation of Teachers,
2009).
Slaughter’s (1993) work, while dated, is quite helpful in describing the ways in
which concerns of cost effectiveness as well as a focus on competition have led to an
increased number of part-time and adjunct faculty. Her research shows how this
retrenchment has disproportionately affected the humanities and fine arts, which is
congruent with free-market logic guiding the decision-making process, as these areas are
unlikely to generate substantial revenue. Further, the increased focus on serving the
market and the use of corporate logic in the decision-making process has led to a
decrease in the faculty’s influence over curricular decisions (Rhoades, 2006). The
redefinition of educational issues as economic issues removes the need for those
knowledgeable in education to be meaningful members of the decision-making process
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(Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). When this is combined with the increasing number of
part-time and adjunct faculty, who do not have input into the governance of the
institution, there is an aggregate decrease in faculty power.
Most scholarly work concerning neoliberalism and faculty focuses on research
universities and the changing roles, priorities, and composition of the faculty at this type
of institution. However, faculty at most every type of institution feel the impact of
neoliberal ideology. Through a study comprised of 171 interviews of community college
faculty, Levin (2006) exposes the decreased power of the faculty and their perceived loss
of agency in institutional decision-making. The faculty his team interviewed indicated
they had lost control of the direction of their institutions, and their perception that the
administration, private business, and the government was steering the institution towards
corporate and market interests. Rhoades and Slaughter’s (1997) discussion of research
universities yields similar results, where faculty are increasingly focused on generating
revenue and the institution is increasingly oriented to serving the market. The congruity
of goals and priorities of faculty from such drastically different types of institutions is a
striking example of the impact neoliberal ideology has had on American higher
education.
The neoliberal university emphasizes the role of the faculty not as educators,
researchers, or members of a larger community but as entrepreneurs (Slaughter &
Rhoades, 2004). This is accomplished in part through the rewards structure of the
university, which increasingly has prioritized revenue-generating research (Clark, 1998;
Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). Faculty are also being encouraged to sell their course
materials and syllabi for use in on-line courses or at for-profit institutions (Lee &
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Rhoades, 2004; Powers, 2003). Further, the definition of service has expanded to include
corporate consulting, which further incentivizes working with the private sector
(Washburn, 2006). Faculty work, be it teaching or research, is no longer judged on its
academic rigor or disciplinary or educational impact, but by a free-market logic that
prioritizes the ability for the products of faculty work to generate revenue (Levin, 2005).
A recent “accountability program” at the Texas A&M University system best exemplifies
the way in which faculty work is judged by this logic. This program, which attempted to
measure faculty productivity, examined the revenue generated (through research, number
of students taught, and outside grants) and costs (salary, benefits, and other costs)
occurred for each individual faculty member and then calculated the difference, or profit
(Simon & Banchero, 2010). Not included in the calculations of productivity were the
duties of faculty members that cannot be commodified: advising, scholarly articles and
presentations, service to the institution, basic research, etc. Instead, the Texas A&M
system fully embraces free-market logic in determining the productiveness of their
faculty members: If the work cannot be used to generate revenue, it has no value.
Just as with pre-neoliberal higher education, institutions of higher education in a
neoliberal world aim to create the next generation of workers (Aronowitz, 2000; Giroux,
2005; Levidow, 2005). What is unique about the neoliberal institution’s approach to this
goal is the explicit manner in which it is undertaken. To this end, the curriculum is
explicitly structured to meet the needs of capital while student development and desired
outcomes are defined by job training and career development. Levin (2005) conducted a
series of interviews and focus groups of faculty at seven community colleges and found a
stronger emphasis on workplace training and skill development with a simultaneous
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decrease in the importance of liberal arts, and transfer curricula. Gumport (1993) and
Slaughter (1993), using a variety of institutional data and reports as well as personal
interviews, found a comparable vocationalization of the curriculum and distinctive shift
in financial allocations away from humanities and fine arts to disciplines that better meet
the needs of the market. Aronowitz (2000) chronicles a parallel shift in curricular focus
from a liberal arts and democratic education to one that is focused on job training and
instilling neoliberal values within the next generation of workers. In a number of ways,
the hidden curriculum that was always focused on meeting the needs of capital is being
voluntarily exposed and embraced.
Contemporaneous with the extreme vocationalization of the curriculum was a
shift in the role of the professor within the classroom. What were once educators who in
theory had the potential to realize the emancipatory power of education now should be
neutral disseminators of ideological content (Apple, 2001; Giroux, 1988). Many of those
who do not voluntarily submit to the free-market logic used to govern the institution and
the country are criticized for attempting to indoctrinate students with radical leftist ideas
(Jacoby, 2005; Zucker, 2006). While there remain a number of high profile outspoken
critics of the current structure, the more insidious impact of these critiques is the
silencing of non-tenured faculty who do not have the notoriety or job security to
withstand such critiques, particularly when they are made publicly. The affront on
critical education is epitomized by David Horowitz’s (2004) Student Bill of Rights,
which calls for immediate de-politicalization of the classroom and instead mandates a
“neutral” education free from indoctrination and manipulation. When professors attempt
to realize the emancipatory power of education and act against the conservative attacks,
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groups such as F.I.R.E. – The Foundation for Individual Rights in Education – swarm to
their campus and litter their administration, news outlets, and campuses with attack ads
and threats of lawsuits.
These attacks serve two purposes: First, they systematically silence dissent and
critique in the classroom while reinforcing it as a space of sterile learning (Apple, 2004).
The conservative argument is that critique and dissent of the current structure, be it
economic, cultural, racial, or gender, is “political” and those who present these critiques
are attempting to indoctrination their students with their own personal radical beliefs
(Apple, 2001). Second, these attacks transform the highly political content already taught
in the classroom into “neutral” information (Aronowitz, 2000). By attacking those who
express a dissenting view as injecting personal opinion or politics into the classroom, the
curriculum that was questioned inherently is assumed as natural and apolitical. Such
critiques attempt to hide the fact that all education is inherently political, especially the
capitalist based neoconservative curriculum supported by the ultra-conservatives who
lead these attacks (see Horowitz, 2007; Horowitz & Laskin, 2009). Faculty who question
the current economic system are accused of abusing their power and position in the
classroom, while those who promulgate neoliberal ideas and support neoliberal ideology
are righteous teachers of the neutral and natural content that will enable students to
succeed in the “real world” (Zucker, 2006), thus helping to maintain the status quo.
Students in a Neoliberal World
Discussions of neoliberalism and college students most often focus on the
financial structure of higher education, its tuition, fees, and system of financial aid, and
the ways this structure reflects and promulgates the redefinition of students as consumers.
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Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) discuss how this transformation began to occur as early as
1972, with a distinctive change in governmental funding of higher education from
institutional-based to student-based aid. As this trend continued, it was coupled with a
drastic change in financial assistance from grant aid to loan aid (Paulson & St. John,
2002), as well as expansions of merit-based financial aid programs (Doyle, 2010). Such
changes help create a situation in which students are expected to bear the financial burden
of their education, and become increasingly viewed as the primary beneficiaries and
purchasers of education (Levidow, 2005).
To this end, a new approach to financial aid is currently being developed: human
capital contracts (Supiano, 2010; Vedder, 2010). In an attempt to remove the state from
providing financial aid to students, which is seen as an unnatural intrusion into the
market, these contracts are created to attract private capital to finance students’ education
(Palacios, 2002). Under these contracts, the student receives funding for his or her
education in exchange for a percentage of his or her future income during a predetermined period of time (Palacios, 2002). Importantly, the amount of repayment is not
based on the amount the student borrows; instead, the contract allows the financer to
generate profit from his or her “investment” in the student. At the same time, if the
student does not proceed to make substantial income, the amount repaid may fall short of
the amount loaned. Either way, the financial aid agreement is viewed as an economic
investment by both the student and the financier, who aims to make a profit off the
student.
In an attempt to aid in the creation of human capital contracts and provide general
guidelines for students and potential “investors,” People Capital, a privately owned
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company, has developed a Human Capital Score, which, like a credit score, is used to
determine the level of risk involved in loaning a person money. Instead of being based
on an individual’s credit history, the Human Capital Score is created through a
combination of the student’s GPA, standardized test scores, college choice, and college
major (People Capital, n.d.). On its website, People Capital allows students to examine
multiple scenarios, allegedly allowing the student to “evaluate [his or her] educational
goals” (People Capital, n.d.). Embedded in this is an understanding that students’
educational goals are directly connected to the amount of future earnings, which is an
extremely narrow understanding of the role of a college education. Further, by
encouraging students to view multiple scenarios, People Capital is inherently suggesting
that students should make their educational decisions, most importantly of which are
school choice and choice of major, based on the highest possible Human Capital Score.
Since a higher score will attract greater levels of financial support, students are
incentivized to adopt a market-based approach to their education. By removing the state
from providing financial assistance to students and replacing it with a profit-making
scheme, the Human Capital Score and the human capital contract are direct applications
of free-market logic to the financing of higher education, and next to the Texas A&M
University system’s “accountability program,” may be the most blatant instance of
neoliberal ideology being used within higher education.
Few scholars include an analysis of student dispositions and behaviors in their
discussions of neoliberalism’s impact on higher education. Consequently, the majority of
literature on neoliberalism and higher education does not convey the comprehensive
socio-political impact of neoliberalism on our colleges and universities. Concurrently,
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scholars have documented meaningful changes in college students over the past forty
years, most notably, the rise of a new conceptualization of student: students-as-customers
(Chaffee, 1998; Levine & Cureton, 1998; Newson, 2004; Wellen, 2005). Although this
customer identity can be understood as a manifestation of neoliberal ideology and
particularly the expansion of free-market logic into higher education, scholars who
document and discuss it neglect to contextualize this conceptualization of students within
the dominant socioeconomic paradigm of the United States.
To some extent, the conditions that ground the conceptualization of students as
customers, most notably the exchange of money for educational “services,” have always
existed in American higher education. However, it is only relatively recently that the
customer/service provider conceptualization has come to supplant alternate
understandings of the relationship between the student and the institution (e.g.
pupil/teacher, apprentice/master, child/parent, etc.). With the neoliberal commodification
of education and the extension of free-market logic into higher education, the economic
exchange between student and institution increasingly defined the relationship between
the two. Under this regime, students, like all others, were to be defined in market terms:
They were to become customers.
The conceptualization of students as customers and the discourse surrounding this
identity is not a benign use of language, as the way we discuss things help shape our
understandings of them (Wueste & Fishman, 2009). As McMillan and Cheney (1996)
state,
Language is powerful, both descriptively and prescriptively; in particular ways it
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can shape the way we think and act, especially in terms of the application of
compelling labels and categories; it announces what we know and how we know
it, often embodying or promoting the taken-for-granted quality of our collective
understandings; and when collectively we come to share a linguistic construction,
language shapes our institutions as well-in that the very distinctions and
classifications we make come to affect our future thinking and behaviors. (p.2)
Using free-market logic and language helps frame students’ understanding of the purpose
of higher education, and their place within the institutions. These understandings, in turn,
help shape the students’ subsequent educational experiences (Finney & Finney, 2010).
The customer identity does not only influence the individual student, but also affects the
larger campus community. As Molesworth, Nixon, and Scullion (2009) discuss,
students’ approach to education is both influenced by and simultaneously influences the
campus community, helping to define the way faculty engage with their students, the way
we measure progress and quality, and who is deemed responsible for the students’
education (Clayson & Haley, 2005). It may be for these reasons that over the past forty
years dozens of scholars have attempted to discuss the rise of the student-as-customer
identity and the ways in which it has altered higher education. Unfortunately, most of the
authors of these articles fail to connect the changes stemming from the conceptualization
of students as customers to similar shifts in other aspects of higher education, and fail to
see how the rise of the student-as-customer is a pervasive impact of neoliberal ideology
and the expansion of free-market logic into higher education.
As discussed previously, as free-market logic extended beyond the economic
sphere, our social relations became embedded in the market (Harvey, 2005; Lemke,
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2001; Robertson & Dale, 2002). With this expansion came radical shifts in the nature of
social and political relationships, as in every aspect of their lives individuals were
redefined as consumers (Biesta, 2004; Harvey, 2005; Giroux, 2005). Just as if they were
purchasing a product, individuals are to use free-market logic to determine what choice is
rational (personally beneficial according to neoliberal logic). This logic is embedded in
phrases such as “I don’t buy it” referring to not believing a statement is true, “what’s the
deal with that” being used to question a specific situation, “stakeholders” referring to
social groups, “buying into” replacing “believing” or “agreeing with,” and “investing” in
relationships or activities that require time and energy. These are but a few examples in
which free-market logic is used to define how people express their beliefs, how social
groups are defined, how individuals make their decisions, and how people engage with
one another in social and professional settings.
We can see this free-market logic expressed by students in their responses to
items on the ACE/CIRP Freshman Survey regarding their goals and motivations. The
two items most often utilized to discuss students goals and motivations are: Please
indicate the importance to you personally of each of the following: (1) Being very well
off financially, and (2) Developing a meaningful philosophy of life. While these single
measures are by no means concrete indicators of students’ exact goals and motivations,
they loosely correspond to either extrinsic (being very well off financially) or intrinsic
(developing a meaningful philosophy of life) motivations. Further, even with these single
items being crude measures, the longitudinal data associated with these measures provide
a rare opportunity to examine change over time. As such, while they do not provide
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much depth in understanding students’ goals and motivations, they can be a useful tool in
examining basic changes within students.
As Astin (1998) discusses, in the late 1960’s developing a meaningful philosophy
of life was incoming students’ most important goal, with almost three-quarters of
students indicating it was “essential” or “very important.” In contrast, being well off
financially was an essential or very important goal of a little more than a third of college
students. By 1998, these two had virtually traded positions, with over three-quarters of
students responding that being well off financially was essential or very important and
less than half indicating that developing a meaningful philosophy was essential or very
important. Further, as Astin (1998) discusses, in 1998, 71% of students agreed with the
statement “the chief benefit of a college education is to increase one’s earning power,” up
from 54% in 1969. In addition, almost three quarters of students in 1998 indicated they
were attending college “to be able to make more money,” up from one-half in 1971.
Astin, who does not mention neoliberalism or the expansion of free-market logic, notes
that these changes and trends began in the 1970s and peaked in the late 1980s, which
matches the timeframe of the beginning of neoliberalism and its most dominant period
(O’Connor, 2002). Astin’s research also shows students to be increasingly competitive,
have a declining interest in the liberal arts and teaching careers, and a decreasing support
of governmental action as a means of combating social and economic issues, all of which
can be seen as logical extension of neoliberal ideology (Saunders, 2007).
Beginning in the 1970s, and concomitant with the rise of neoliberalism and
changes in students’ goals and motivations, students’ identity on campus began to change
(Biesta, 2004). With the neoliberal commodification of education, the economic
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exchange between student and institution increasingly defined the relationship between
the two. Under this regime, students were no longer primarily defined by their position as
learners, as “learner” is not a part of any economic exchange. Students, like all others,
were to be defined in market terms: They were to become customers.
Although students have always “purchased” their education, the economic aspect
of their campus identity used to be secondary to their identity as a learner -- an identity
with far different implications than that of a customer (Winston, 1999). This is not to say
that the customer identity was historically of no importance, as it was used by the court
system to create a number of protections for students, particularly regarding due process
protections for private institutions that are not bound to provide constitutional due
process (Melear, 2003). However, these rulings by no means suggested that students
were only customers or that their primary identity was that of a customer; instead, the
customer identity was used to address injustices experienced by students. Similarly, in
the late 1960s a number of students and advocates for student empowerment used the
customer identity to legitimize their demands and actions (Johnstone, 1969). In these
instances, the customer identity was used in a positive way to legitimize students’ roles as
students and demand students voice in institutional decisions, not to redefine students as
customers and demand customer satisfaction. Only in the mid-1970s did the
conceptualization of students as customers begin primarily to define college students,
which as Penn and Franks (1982) discuss, was a manifestation of a broad social change
that challenged the legitimacy of social institutions in general. While Penn and Franks
refer to this as an “era of conservative politics,” this social change is more accurately
called neoliberalism.
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Scholars, policymakers, and educational practitioners affirmed this changed
emphasis by conceptualizing the relationship between institution and student as that of
service provider and customer (Newson, 2004; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). They
defended this stance by insisting it were necessary; due to decreasing resources coupled
with increasing competition they had to rely on student tuition to maintain their
operation, and this required a turn to market strategies and focus on the student as a
customer in order to survive in a different educational environment (Mulnix, 1989). Just
as the neoliberal mantra said, “there was no alternative.” While many institutions were
facing substantial economic hardship due in part to decreased state support prompted by
the neoliberal attack on public institutions, this did not necessarily mean that the
commodification of higher education and treating students as customers were the only
rational choices. As Eagle & Brennan (2007) state,
The "environmental changes" facing higher education are not abstract, impersonal
forces, but political preferences favoring one group in society rather than another.
Arguably, rather than submitting to such forces, it is the very purpose of the
academic in society to expose situations in which interest groups seek to impose
their will on others by disguising their own self-interest as the only rational
choice. (p. 46)
Students are Not Customers: The Inapplicability of Free-Market Logic
It may seem natural to apply free-market logic to the relationship between
students and their institution of higher education, and in the process view students as
“customers” and the institution, faculty, and staff as “service providers. After all,
students do pay a certain amount of money and receive a variety of services only after
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that money is exchanged (Redding, 2005; Swagler, 1978). However, it is difficult to
imagine any other field in which some of those who provide the “services” both earnestly
believe their “customers” are not customers at all, and at times attempt to convince their
“customers” and other “service providers” of this belief (Eagle & Brennan, 2007). Those
critical of the conception of students as customers base their belief on the meaningful
differences between students and customers, most fundamentally the asymmetry of
knowledge between the “customer” and “provider,” the entry criteria of the “customer,”
and the confusion surrounding attempts to even broadly define the “customers” of higher
education, which together make the customer identity inapplicable to students. As
Wueste and Fishman (2009) state, “The extent to which the definition of ‘customers’
must be stretched to include students illustrates the significant differences in the two
groups” (p. 3).
When customers purchase products, they can become quite well informed about
the product and make informed decisions. The mantra “the customer is always right”
conveys this idea, stating that the customer is the final arbiter over the purchasing
product. Customers rarely are experts on the product, but particularly for purchases of
substantial value (e.g. a house, car, etc.), they have a good idea about what they can
expect from the product, and if the product meets their needs (Swagler, 1978; Winston,
1999). This is not the case in higher education3, as students have a substantial amount of
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This can be seen in the differences between publications that review products, such as
Consumer Reports, and those that review colleges and universities, such as the Peterson’s Guide
or U.S. News and World Report. The former provides great detail about the characteristics of the
products they review, as well as the extent to which the products succeed in meeting their
purpose. The latter only provides vague indicators of quality, many of which it may be argued
are not connected to undergraduate education. As such, those interested in a new microwave
may be well informed about available microwaves after consulting Consumer Reports, while
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incomplete information concerning their future college experience (Bay & Daniel, 2001).
This is not surprising; we would not expect students to have a complete understanding of
their future education since the educational process is inherently creative and dynamic.
Even when students are aware of their specific educational paths, they have little ability
to evaluate if their needs are being met (Swagler, 1978; Winston, 1999). They may know
they need to be able to get a job or be admitted to a graduate program, but they are not
sure what exactly is needed to do so. In higher education, there is an asymmetry of
knowledge in which students rely on the institution to help guide them and provide them
with the knowledge and experiences that will enable them to reach their goals. In fact,
students may not know until years after they graduate if their education has met their
needs (Winston, 1999). Acknowledging the limited information students often have
regarding their specific educational path is not an endorsement of in loco parentis, in
which students are conceptualized as children who were not in the position to shape their
education, or support for a “traditional” approach to education that depicts students as
empty vessels meant to be filled by the teacher. Instead, this acknowledgement
reinforces the idea that faculty have a responsibility to work cooperatively with students
to help them make their educational decisions, and that students often could use the help
and knowledge of the faculty as they shape their education. When either partner in this
process is the sole definer of it, the educational process is harmed.
It may be the case that some students know exactly what they want from their
education, largely understand the college experience, and can determine if their education
is meeting their needs (i.e. the asymmetry of knowledge is very small). Even in these

prospective students have little idea about their future educational experiences based on their
review of the Peterson’s Guide or U.S. News and World Report.
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cases, however, the application of free-market logic to the relationship between the
student and the institution remains inaccurate. In “free” markets, customers are free to
purchase whatever products they want (as long as the products are legal). The only
requirement that must be met by the customer is an adequate amount of money to pay for
it. This relationship is inapplicable to higher education for two primary reasons. First,
education is a complex and creative process, it is not something that can simply be
purchased (Delucchi & Korgen, 2002; George, 2007). Secondly, in education, students’
freedom of choice is largely limited; even if they have the ability to pay, they must first
qualify and be admitted to the school before they can “purchase” the educational
“product” (George, 2007; Sharrock, 2000). Given that not every student is accepted to
his or her first choice of school (and many do not even bother to apply to the most
selective institutions as they know they will not be accepted), students as a whole are
largely restricted from purchasing their desired “product” (Pitman, 2000).
Between the asymmetry of knowledge and the qualification criteria for entry into
an institution, students do not fit the traditional model of customers. Yet many still hold
onto the idea that the use of free-market logic is appropriate to describe the relationship
between students and colleges and universities, and that students are in fact customers,
just customers of a different sort (i.e. Sharrock, 2000; Swagler, 1978). Supporters of the
student-as-customer identity choose what qualities of students fit those of customers, and
which qualities of customers fit students. They hold steadfast to the idea that since
students pay for their education, they are customers, and we must serve them as such
(Brennan & Bennington, 1999). This is consistent with neoliberal ideology, and
particularly the extension of free-market logic beyond the economic sphere, as the
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economic aspect of the student-institution relationship primarily defines the entire
relationship. However, it is often the case that students do not pay for their entire
education. Nearly every institution subsidizes the cost of education (either with private
donations, state support, or alternate funds), making the price of a year of education much
lower than the costs needed to produce it (Winston, 1999). Even without considering
subsidies, students often do not pay the full price of their studies (Eagle & Brennan,
2007). They receive financial support from families, need-based or merit-based financial
aid, external scholarships, and many other sources of economic support. If the defining
characteristic of the customer were the purchaser of a product, then these multiple
financers would also be customers (Brennan & Bennington, 1999; Schwartzman, 1995).
Further, students whose education is completely financed by the institution or a third
party organization (i.e. they receive need-based or merit-based aid that pays for 100% of
their educational costs) would not be considered customers at all. As such, even the
fundamental claim that students are customers because they pay tuition and fees is
substantially inaccurate. Even the most basic aspect of the customer identity is
inapplicable to students, leaving one to wonder how the student-as-customer identity can
still exist. We find the answer by understanding that this identity is a necessary part of a
neoliberal approach to education. It does not have to be accurate or based in facts, as
students cannot be anything but customers within a neoliberal world.
When Free-Market Logic Meets Students’ Education
Like other aspects of neoliberal ideology, viewing students as customers has led
to substantial problems. The conceptualization of students as customers radically
redefines the nature of education, making it less about teaching and learning and more
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about customer service, framing education as a simple exchange of money and time for a
degree, and emphasizing the importance of grades over knowledge and understanding. In
turn, these transformation lead to a decreased focus on learning, a passive approach to
education, and a restriction of the essential creativity that helps shape the educational
process.
The application of free-market logic in the lives of students is accompanied by a
shift from a focus on teaching and learning to a focus on customer service. This is not a
benign shift, as student-customers are less focused on challenging themselves and their
beliefs, exploring different areas of knowledge, and engaging with the ambiguities
associated with education (Brule, 2004). As Titus (2008) discusses, there is an important
difference between creating educated students and creating satisfied customers.
Education inherently confronts students with the unknown and challenges their previous
understandings, which induces as much confusion and doubt as it does clarity and
confidence (Brookfield, 1995; Delucchi & Smith, 1997b). This process demands
substantial effort on the part of the student, effort that, given the choice, they may not
want to put forth (Brennan & Bennington, 1999). If the goal of education is to satisfy the
student, then forcing them to do such substantial work would be wrong (Finney &
Finney, 2010). In these cases, the effort required to learn the material would have to be
reduced, and student learning may be compromised (Delucchi & Smith, 1997a). This is
not to say that faculty should ignore students’ desires, as we should work to schedule
classes at convenient times and provide enough course sections to meet student demand
(Finney & Finney, 2010), but only that they should not lessen their rigor of their courses
merely to satisfy their students.
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Additionally, a customer service approach restricts the extent to which faculty
will challenge students. Students have increasingly expected their instructors to limit
criticism of their ideas, no matter how ill-conceived the ideas may be, and want to have
their views legitimized more than accept critique and alter their understandings (Titus,
2008). Without meaningful critique of prior views and understandings, education may
become a process that reinforces the prejudices and ignorance that is was designed to
overcome (Schwartzman, 1995). Again, this is not meant to imply that students’ previous
knowledge or understandings are always wrong nor that they have no place in the
classroom. An essential aspect of critical pedagogy is acknowledging students
experiences and prior understandings as legitimate forms of knowledge. However, this
pedagogy requires that everything put forth in the classroom is subject to critique;
nothing is uncritically accepted (Giroux, 1988).
When students are viewed as customers who are purchasing an educational
product, education shifts from being a creative process to being a simple exchange:
money for services (Sharrock, 2000). This encourages students to take a passive
approach to education, which works to silence the collaborative, participatory, and
emancipatory aspects of education (Wueste & Fishman, 2009). Under the customer
paradigm, students expect to be given their education, instead of working to achieve it
(McMillan & Cheney, 1996). As one student said, “I am not paying for someone to
expect me to learn this material on my own” (Bay & Daniel, 2001, p. 6). They become
bystanders of their education whose purpose is to consume passively the information they
are given by the faculty (Beatty, 2004; McMillan & Cheney, 1996). Further, the
nonmonetary requirements of education are lessened (George, 2007). The amount of
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non-class time required of the student is decreased, good grades become easier to attain,
and academic rigor is replaced by academic laziness, the extreme of which is academic
dishonest (George, 2007). Not surprisingly, concurrent with the rise of the
conceptualization of students as customers has been a substantial decrease in the hours
per week students use studying (Astin, 1998), rampant grade inflation (Clayson & Haley,
2005; George, 2007), and increased incidents of cheating and academic dishonesty
(McCabe, Trevino, & Butterfield, 2001; Thompson, 2006).
Furthermore, as free-market logic defines the relationship between students and
their institution, courses become pre-packaged goods that the autonomous student
purchases, (Fitzsimons, 2002; Levidow, 2005). An example of this is the current
enrollment process at the University of Massachusetts Amherst, whereby students were
recently instructed, “When registering for classes, your Enrollment Requests are now
called your Shopping Cart…Pick out the classes you want, put them in your Shopping
Cart, then complete your registration” (UMass Amherst, Office of Information
Technologies, para 3). Additionally, the syllabus becomes the contractual agreement
outlining the parameters of the educational exchange. When this occurs, students may be
more likely to take offense to changes in the syllabus (Titus, 2008). Instead of viewing
changes as a natural extension of the educational process, which is inherently creative
and largely unpredictable (Delucchi & Korgen, 2002), students view any alteration to the
syllabus as a violation of their contract with the professor. This view inherently limits the
faculty’s ability to respond to changes within the classroom, and reinforces the idea that
teachers are neutral transmitters of predigested information (Delucchi & Korgen, 2002).
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In addition to these pedagogical challenges, the application of free-market logic
and the accompanying conceptualization of students as customers present further
problems by fostering an extreme focus on grades. Many faculty members discuss how
their students’ see the purpose of going to class, participating in class discussions, writing
papers, taking their exams, and most all other course related activities as only to get a
good grade (Vogel, 1997). Understanding course requirements in this way
compartmentalizes the educational process, artificially fragmenting the tasks related to
learning in a similar way that the different parts of the assembly line are fragmented
(Beatty, 2004). Further, course assignments and discussions lose their intrinsic value and
importance, and are only instrumentally useful to the extent in which they enable the
student to get a good grade (Beatty, 2004). Not surprisingly, students’ focus on grades,
combined with the institution’s prioritization of customer service has led to rampant
grade inflation (Clayson & Haley, 2005; Johnson, 2003). Additionally, students’ focus
on grades further limits the extent to which students are willing to take educational risks.
For instance, a Duke University study found that if students were confident that they
could get the same grade in a difficult class as in a class in a less rigorous discipline,
there would be a 50% increase in the number of science classes taken (Johnson, 2003).
Even the language utilized in discussions of grades reinforces the underlying economic
logic; grade “inflation,” “docking” students for late papers, and the amount of “hard
work” needed to “earn” a good grade, suggest an economic exchange is taking place
within the classroom (Beatty, 2004; Vogel, 1997).
Additionally, the prioritization of grades reinforces the understanding of
education as an exchange. Syllabi outline the specific conditions in which grades will be
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calculated and awarded; detailing the specific work the student must give to the instructor
in order to receive a specific grade. In exchange for a pre-determined amount and quality
of work, the student will receive a pre-determined grade. The contractual focus of
grading is even utilized by faculty members who engage with critical pedagogy, who
move beyond the implied contract outlined in the syllabus and provide actual “grading
contracts” (e.g. Danielewicz & Elbow, 2009; Shor, 2009; Spidell & Thelin, 2006). These
faculty members undoubtedly have good intentions, mainly attempting to remove
ambiguities and the accompanying anxiety around grading and replacing it with an
agreed upon scheme that will allow students to focus less on their grade and more on
their learning and the quality of their work (Danielewicz & Elbow, 2009; Shor, 2009).
While these goals are admirable, the use of contracts reinforce free-market logic and
some of the worst aspects of the conceptualization of students as customers, and it is
questionable whether or not they accomplish their goal of lessening the students’ focus
on grades (Spidell & Thelin, 2006). What is clear is that students’ customer identity
confuses the importance of grades with the importance of learning and wrongly treats
education as a simple exchange of work for grades, not a creative process of learning.
Taken to the extreme, the conceptualization of students as customers supports the
assertion that it is the fault of the institution when students do not secure a good job
(Clayson & Haley, 2005). As discussed previously, students overwhelmingly indicate the
importance of being very well off financially and getting a good job (Astin, 1998; Astin
& Oseguera, 2004). If the purpose of higher education is to satisfy students’ desires, then
the goal of education is to get them a certain level of employment and wealth. When this
does not occur, it can be seen as the fault of the institution. This is directly expressed by
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Albion College, which guarantees its students will find a job after they graduate, and if
they do not the college will give them an internship or a free semester of noncredit study
(Hoover, 2010). A recent court case in which a woman sued her college for the full cost
of her tuition and fees because she was unable to find a job after she graduated (Kessler,
2009) also exemplifies this changed perspective or orientation.
Research on Students as Customers
Although a number of scholars have discussed the conceptualization of students
as customers, literature in this area as a whole falls quite short of providing an
understanding of the rise of the conceptualization of students as customers, the extent to
which this conceptualization is embraced by students, and the extent to which the
theoretical implications of the student-as-customer identity actually exist. Few scholars
discuss the rise of this identity in the broader context of socioeconomic change, confusing
a symptom (the customer identity) with the disease itself (neoliberalism). They present
an extremely oversimplified argument, arguing that the problem begins and ends with the
ways in which individual faculty members and institutions engage with their students
(e.g. Eisenberg, 1997; Molesworth, Nixon, & Scullion, 2009; Schwartzman, 1995). Such
oversimplification is symptomatic of a larger flaw in these discussions, which is the lack
of any broader contextualization of the student-as-customer. Additionally, the
overwhelming majority of literature on the conceptualization of students as customers is
predicated on the assumption that all students embrace the customer identity to the same
degree, ignoring possible meaningful differences between institutional types and within
student populations (e.g. Carlson & Fleisher, 2002; Delucchi & Korgen, 2002).
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In general, the extent to which students actually embrace a customer identity is
unknown. Claims that this identity is extremely pervasive are often based on anecdotal
information and personal opinions, providing little support for their substantial assertions
(Delucchi & Korgen, 2002). This is perfectly exemplified by Gottfried (2002), who
wrote an article that contained zero citations yet claimed quite strongly that consumerist
education was plaguing colleges and universities in the United States. While this is an
obvious outlier in the world of higher education scholarship, most scholars fail to support
their statements concerning students as customers. For example, Carlson and Fisher
(2002), citing no research, claim, “Customer-students expect to get good grades,
independent of the quality of their work. Students firmly believe that if they attend class
and try hard, their final grades should be Bs and As [and] feel free to complain about
professors’ grading or testing” (pg. 1104). While these claims may be true, the authors
provide no support for their powerful assertion. Unfortunately, Carlson and Fisher’s
work is the norm in literature concerning students as customer. In fact, of the over 50
articles and books I reviewed during the process of writing this dissertation, only 11
actually supported their claims with research.
The few empirical articles concerning college students as customers lack
trustworthiness due to poor research methodologies. For example, Delucchi and Korgen
(2002), as well as Obermiller, Fleenor, and Raven (2005) conducted studies using
convenience samples, yet generalized their results to all college students. Further, many
quantitative investigations of students as customers use single-item measures, rather than
composites, to capture the extent to which students view themselves as customers. This
is best articulated by Finney and Finney (2010), who investigated students’ “customer
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perceptions” (p. 283) by simply asking students the extent to which they agreed or
disagreed with the following item, “As a student, I believe that my role is that of a
customer of the university." While they acknowledge the exploratory nature of their study
as well as the lack of research concerning the extent to which students view themselves
as customers, this single item cannot fully capture students customer perceptions with
regard to their education. Additionally, Pitman (2000) sought to understand the views of
academic staff regarding students as customers, and utilized a mixed-methods approach.
She interviewed 13 staff members from a single institution’s registrar’s office, as well as
administered a survey to all registrar office staff. Pitman does not provide the survey
items or the administration procedures, and only states that, “At the same time as this
study, although independent to it, the [Academic Registrar’s Office] sent a questionnaire
to all staff, asking them to identify their customers” (p.168). Without knowing these vital
pieces of information, it is extremely difficult to derive any conclusions from the study.
Qualitative studies on this topic suffered from their own shortcoming. For example,
Lomas (2007) conducted a series of semi-structured interviews of 10 academic staff
members who worked at six different universities and in five different disciplines. From
this investigation, Lomas concluded that academic disciplines influence attitudes
concerning the view of students as customers, and that more senior members of the
administration were more supportive of the view that students are customers than those
lower in the organizational chart. Such conclusions may be true, but cannot be solidly
stated as a result of comments made by such a wide-ranging yet small number of
individuals. Because existing studies are methodologically weak, our knowledge of the
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extent to which neoliberal ideology and the extension of market logic into the educational
sphere has been internalized by students remains sparse.
Conclusion
Neoliberal ideology is built around three core principles: a) expanding free-market
logic to the social, political, and cultural spheres, b) redefining the role of the state in a
way that limits its part in overseeing the operations of the economy and providing social
services, and c) redefining individuals into autonomous economic actors who use a
cost/benefit analysis to make all of their decisions. Beginning in the 1970s and
continuing until today, neoliberalism has become the dominant ideology in the United
States. The particular ways in which it is perpetuated, including excluding alternatives
and rival forms of thought, obfuscating the impacts of neoliberalism, and legitimizing the
negative consequences of its manifestations, results in few people self-identifying as
neoliberals but many believing in its core ideas. As this ideology became dominant, freemarket logic expanded beyond the economic sphere and into the social, cultural, and
political spheres. It quickly made its way into higher education, resulting in meaningful
changes within colleges and universities in the United States.
As a part of the general divestment in social services and programs resulting from the
application of neoliberal ideology in state and federal governments, public colleges and
universities have seen drastic cuts in their funding (Levin, 2005; Slaughter & Rhoades,
2004). In response to these cuts, the costs of tuition and fees have skyrocketed
(Alexander, 2001; College Board, 2010). Additionally, the reduction in state and federal
support has been used to justify the adoption of market-based principles in the funding
priorities within the institution, including a focus on revenue generation, competition, and
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efficiency (Kezar, 2004; Mignolo, 2000; Olssen & Peters, 2005). This new approach is
most easily characterized as one in which higher education should operate in the same
way as a traditional business. To this end, institutions have also adopted more corporatelike governance structures, and embraced the free-market logic principles of competition
and efficiency within their decision-making processes (Ayers, 2005; Gumport, 1993).
Further, the composition of the faculty and the work of individual faculty members have
been altered in ways that are congruent with neoliberal ideology. The tenure system has
been attacked as economically inefficient (Apple, 2004; Giroux & Giroux, 2004), while
the number of contingent faculty members have dramatically increased (Wilson, 2010).
Educators who are critical of the current social, economic, or political structures are
deemed radicals who are attempting to indoctrinate their students (i.e. Horowitz, 2004,
2007). In general, the role of the faculty member is increasingly becoming less of an
educator and public intellectual, and more of an entrepreneur and service provider (Lee &
Rhoades, 2004; Levin, 2005). All of these changes are best understood as direct
manifestations of neoliberal ideology and together demonstrate the ways in which
neoliberalism has meaningfully changed the world of higher education in the United
States.
What is less understood are the manifestations of neoliberal ideology in the lives
of college students. Many scholars have documented meaningful shifts in the goals,
motivations, and educational decisions of college students, and a similarly large group of
scholars have discussed the implications of conceptualizing students as customers.
Unfortunately, most all of these scholars neglect to connect their findings to neoliberal
ideology, thus providing an incomplete understanding of the phenomenon.
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In a neoliberal world, all relationships, decisions, and actions are understood in
economic terms (Baez, 2007; Lemke, 2001), and as free market logic extends to higher
education, the defining characteristic of students’ relationship with their institution
becomes economic: students become customers and institutions become service providers
(Biesta, 2004; Newson, 2004). However, the conceptualization of students as customers
is inaccurate. Most fundamentally, education is not a commodity that can be purchased;
instead, it is a creative and complex process that cannot be understood as a simple
exchange (Brule, 2004; Delucchi & Korgen, 2002; Newson, 2004). The asymmetry of
knowledge between the student and the institution makes their relationship unlike that of
any other customer/service provider (Winston, 1999). The restrictions on “purchasing”
education and accompanying non-monetary limits on students’ choice of institution,
namely the need to be admitted to the institution and the substantial requirements which
must be met before being granted a degree (Pitman, 2000), are not present within the
customer/service provider relationship (George, 2007; Sharrock, 2000). As Wueste and
Fishman (2009) state, “The extent to which the definition of ‘customers’ must be
stretched to include students illustrates the significant differences in the two groups” (p.
3).
Conceptualizing students as customers is not a benign use of terminology, as the
language we use to describe students affects the ways in we engage with them, as well as
prescribing what is deemed as “appropriate” behaviors (McMillan & Cheney, 1996).
Specifically, when students adopt a customer orientation within the university, the focus
of education shifts from teaching and learning to customer service and student
satisfaction (Wueste & Fishman, 2009). This restricts the engagement between faculty
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and students, as students increasingly expect their instructors to limit any critique of their
work or ideas (Titus, 2008). Such a relationship is antithetical to education, as the
process of education necessary confronts students’ prior understandings and often
challenges them to move beyond their initial views of the world (Schwartzman, 1995
Giroux, 1988). Further, when students embrace a customer orientation, education
becomes understood as the product of a simple exchange: money for services (Sharrock,
2000). This emboldens students to take a passive approach to education (McMillan &
Cheney, 1996; Wueste & Fishman, 2009), and encourages the lessening of non-monetary
“costs” associated with education, including requiring fewer hours of non-class time
dedicated to education, grade inflation, and even academic dishonesty (George, 2007).
Lastly, understanding education as a product purchased by the student fosters an intense
focus on grades (Vogel, 1997), which compartmentalizes learning and removes any
intrinsic value of course assignments (Beatty, 2004).
Research on the specific manifestations of the student-as-customer, the most
direct expression of free-market logic within college students, rely almost entirely on
anecdotal data and theoretical explorations. The few research students on the topic are
riddled with major flaws, ranging from poorly constructed measures and the use of
extremely limited convenience samples to poorly conducted interviews and questionable
qualitative data analysis. Most fundamentally, scholars have yet to develop reliable
measures of the customer identity, making the identification of beliefs and behaviors
consistent with this identity impossible to locate. As such, we have yet to determine the
extent to which students actually embrace a customer identity, and, therefore, have yet to
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have a comprehensive understanding of the manifestations of free-market logic within
higher education.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
It is clear from the previous literature review that current research fails to address
adequately the extent to which neoliberal ideology has affected college students. The
goal of this dissertation is to begin to speak to the manifestations of neoliberal ideology
in college students, and this chapter describes the methods I have used to do so. It begins
with a discussion of my research questions, which is followed by a description of the data
utilized in this study. The data come in three forms: national longitudinal data from the
ACE/CIPR Freshman Survey, institutional UMass Amherst longitudinal data from the
ACE/CIRP Freshman Survey, and a survey of all incoming first-year students. Particular
attention will be given to the survey of incoming first-year students at UMass Amherst,
as these data are most important in answering the research questions. To this end,
substantial space will be given to describing the item creation process, including a focus
group that was conducted to aid in the process. Survey administration procedures will
also be detailed.
Next, this chapter will discuss the procedures used to analyze the data. An
important aspect of this discussion concerns the methodological choices I have made in
designing this study. Again, since the most important data used to answer my research
questions stem from the survey of incoming first-year students, this section will primarily
focus on the analysis of the survey data. There are two main aspects of my data analysis:
scale creation and an analysis of group differences. I will detail the characteristics of the
factor analysis I used to create a composite measure of students’ customer orientation
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towards their education, including: type of factor analysis, matrix of association utilized
in the analysis, method of factor extraction, criteria regarding the number of factors to
retain, method of rotation, criteria used to interpret factor structure (or what items
meaningfully weigh on a factor), scale reliability procedures, and methods used to
compute factor scores. Next, I will describe the methods I have used to examine group
differences in the extent to which students express a customer orientation towards their
education (defined by their factor score). This discussion will include an overview of the
independent variables used in the analysis and the method I used to examine bivariate
relationships. I will then detail the two major choices I had regarding the method to be
used to examine more thoroughly group differences, factorial ANOVA and multiple
regression, and why I ultimately chose to use multiple regression analysis. Lastly, I
describe hierarchical multiple regression analysis, which is the particular method of
multiple regression analysis used.
Research Questions
The purpose of this dissertation is to examine the extent to which neoliberal
ideology, and particularly free-market logic, impacts entering college students. As such,
the first step in designing pertinent research questions is to identify measurable ways in
which neoliberal ideology may manifest in the educational lives of college students. My
review of the literature suggests that one of the most meaningful impacts of free-market
logic on college students is their use of a customer orientation towards their education,
making it a suitable starting point to begin an investigation into the impact of neoliberal
ideology on college students. There are two main aspects to my research, a longitudinal
analysis of existing CIRP data on students’ goals and motivations, and an analysis of
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survey items I specifically designed to measure the extent to which students express a
customer orientation towards their education. The first analysis will help provide an
understanding of the historical shifts in students’ approach to their education. Since the
extension of free-market logic into higher education has been occurring over the past four
decades, we would expect to see evidence of its impact in existing data concerning
college students. While this analysis does not directly address the goal of my research, it
is essential in providing the context necessary to understand the current beliefs of
contemporary college students. It is a very basic analysis and is not meant to prove
conclusively that students are increasingly embracing free-market logic. Instead, it will
paint a broad picture of the fundamental change within students’ goals and motivations
over the past forty years. It will also examine this change by different institutional
characteristics and student demographic information, demonstrating how students’ goals
and motivations differ by these traits and providing a foundation to be used in the
analysis of group differences within the second aspect of the research. The second
analysis more directly addresses the goal of the research, and examines the extent to
which students express a customer orientation towards their education. Specifically, the
following research questions were formulated for investigations:
1. Have students’ goals and motivations concerning their education changed during
the time in which free-market logic has been extended beyond the economic
sphere and in ways consistent with free-market logic?
a. Are there differences in students’ goals and motivations by institutional
type, selectivity level, and public/private status?
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b. Examining a single institution, are there differences in students’ goals and
motivations by race, gender, first-generation status, planned academic
major, and level of concern about financing their education?
2. To what extent do entering college students express or reject a customer
orientation towards their education?
a. Are there differences in the extent to which entering students express a
customer orientation by demographic characteristics, including race,
gender, first-generation status, level of concern about financing their
education, and the extent to which they agree or disagree that the current
economic situation significantly affected their college choice?
b. Are there differences in the extent to which entering students express a
customer orientation by student beliefs and behaviors, including planned
college major, political views, and the CIRP constructs of pluralistic
orientation, social agency, and likelihood of college involvement?
Sources of Data
National CIRP Freshman Survey Data
To answer the first research question, I utilized data from the annual reports from
the Cooperative Institutional Research Program, The American Freshman: National
Norms, from Fall 1972 to Fall 2010. The specific items under investigation were (a) The
importance of developing a meaningful philosophy of life, and (b) the importance of
being very well off financially. Responses to these items are on a four-point Likert scale:
agree strongly, agree somewhat, disagree somewhat, and disagree strongly. In their
publications and individual institutional reports, CIRP collapses these categories and
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presents the percentage of students who report the item as either essential or very
important. While I have critiqued researchers for relying on single item measures to
inform their understanding of the impact of neoliberal ideology on college students, since
we have almost forty years of data for these items, these data provide one of the only
avenues for investigating changes over time. It cannot provide a conclusive
understanding of students’ educational goals and motivations, but can be useful as a
general indicator of a fundamental shift in students approach to their education. Further,
since these items are routinely discussed by scholars of higher education, my analysis
will enhance the current understandings provided by the literature.
As Naidoo and Jamieson (2005) discuss, neoliberalism has developed to varying
degrees in (and has an uneven impact on different types) of colleges and universities. Led
by Astin (1998), most scholars who discuss students’ educational goals and motivations
using the CIRP Freshman survey data do not discuss differences by institutional
characteristics. These scholars may be overlooking meaningful differences within
various institutional populations, and in the process providing an oversimplified
understanding of the changes found within the aggregate data. If differences by
institutional characteristics do exist, uncovering them would substantially aid in our
understanding of the entering first-year students’ goals and motivations. To determine if
such differences are present, we can explore the CIRP data by the following institutional
characteristics: (a) institutional type: four-year colleges vs. universities4, (b) selectivity
4

Prior to 2005, CIRP defined a ”university” as “an institution that awards a certain
minimal number of earned doctoral degrees. Institutions that offer post- baccalaureate programs
but do not award a sufficient number of earned doctoral degrees are considered four-year colleges
(Sax et. al., 1999, p. 115). After 2005, universities were defined as “those institutions defined by
2005 Basic Carnegie Classification as “Research Universities” or Doctoral/Research
Universities’” (Pryor, et. al., 2010, p. 45)
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level5: for public institutions, low, medium, and high selectivity, and for private
institutions, low, medium, high, and very high selectivity, and (c) public/private
institutions6: four-year public colleges, four-year private nonsectarian colleges, public
universities, and private universities. The yearly CIRP reports provide data by these
categories, making the collection and analysis quite simple.
Institutional ACE/CIRP Freshman Survey Data
Scholars not only assume homogeneity across institutional types and selectivity
levels, but also often do so within institutional populations. Research on college students
that a variety of phenomena differ by student demographic characteristics (Pascarella &
Terenzini, 2005), and Astin (1998), using aggregate CIRP data, has already demonstrated
differences in students’ goals and motivations by race and gender. As such, one may
expect to find further differences by additional demographic characteristics. However,
one must keep in mind the preceding discussion of differences by institutional
characteristics and not assume that students with similar demographic characteristics
have the same goals and motivations across institutions. Examining CIRP Freshman
Survey data from a single institution would expose meaningful differences within a
student population. Specifically investigating the CIRP data from the institution in which
the survey of incoming first-year students takes place can not only address the preceding
question, but also provide a framework through which to analyze the subsequent survey
data. If the goal of developing a meaningful philosophy of life is understood as rejecting
a customer orientation and the goal of being very well off financially as expressing a
5

“Selectivity level is based on median SAT Verbal and Math scores and/or ACT
composite scores. Selectivity figures were revised and updated in 1975, 2001, 2008, and 2010”
(Pryor, et. al., 2010, p. 44), possibly compromising the ability to compare across selectivity levels
between the times in which figures were updated.
6
As submitted to the Integrated Postsecondary Educational Data System (IPEDS)
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customer orientation, which the review of the literature would support, differences within
student responses to these items could serve as the basis to explore the larger set of items
that more comprehensively measures the extent to which students express a customer
orientation towards their education.
The Higher Education Research Institute at UCLA provides aggregated
institutional data in the form of a single SPSS file for all years in which the institution has
participated in the survey (for a fee, of course). With the exception of 1976, 1978, and
2000, years in which UMass Amherst did not participate in the CIRP Freshman Survey,
institutional data from 1971 -2010 was analyzed. UMass Amherst has been extremely
successful in achieving high response rates for the CIRP survey, which as seen in Table
1, range from 57.8% to 94.7%. Such high response rates are indicative of valid results
and substantially aid in generalizing results to the entire entering first-year student
population at the institution.
The institutional data analysis will use the same two items as in the overall CIRP
data analysis: (a) the importance of developing a meaningful philosophy of life, and (b)
the importance of being very well off financially. Based on previous research which
investigated differences in goals and motivations by student demographic characteristics
(Astin, 1998; Astin & Oseguera, 2004), and informed by research on the uneven impact
of neoliberalism on higher education (Naidoo & Jamieson, 2005), the data were analyzed
by race, gender, first-generation status, planned academic major, and level of concern
about financing one’s education. Given the racial composition of the institution, which is
predominantly White, race is reported as either White or not White, and gender is
reported as either male or female. Students are given 85 options for their planned college
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major, though I am only interested in students who plan to major in fields within the
Humanities and Fine Arts, which is often associated with intrinsically-focused education
(Aronowitz, 2000; Giroux & Giroux, 2004), or in the School of Management, which is
often associated with an extrinsically-focused education (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004).
Level of concern about finances is reported through one of three options: none (I am
confident that I will have sufficient funds), some (but I probably will have enough funds),
and major (not sure I will have enough funds to complete college.
Importantly, no direct measure of students’ family income is included in this
analysis. Data on this item, which asks students for their best estimate of their parents’
income, are often missing and even when present, their accuracy can be questioned.
However, parental income, and more generally students’ economic class, would be an
important factor in the extent to which they embrace free-market logic (in a similar way
that Naidoo and Jamieson (2005) discuss material conditions being an important factor in
the extent to which neoliberal ideology develops within an institution). I have included
the level of concern about financing one’s education as an extremely general indicator of
available financial capital. I am assuming that those with a major level of concern about
being able to finance their education have limited amounts of available capital and are
likely in low socioeconomic classes. I am not assuming the converse, that those without
such concerns are come from higher socioeconomic classes, as financial aid and the
availability of loans to all students makes such an assumption impossible. Including this
variable is not meant to serve as a replacement for the students’ class, but only to help us
understand the relationship between the fiscal realities facing students and their goals and
motivations.
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Primary Survey Data
The primary data utilized in this dissertation came from items that I designed for
the institutional-specific section of the 2010 CIRP Freshmen Survey. While the CIRP
Freshmen Survey is designed by the Higher Education Research Institute, the Institute
provides space for up to 20 items specifically designed by each participating institution.
Consistent with the larger instrument, a five-point response scale, labeled A through E, is
provided for each item. Instructions for the items, as well as the items themselves, were
provided to the students on a separate sheet of paper (see Appendix A)
The logic students utilize in creating their educational orientation and shaping
their educational decisions is quite complex and multifaceted, so the small number of
items, as well as the restricted response options, presents meaningful limitations for their
use in this investigation. To capture fully the different aspects of this logic would require
an entire survey instrument, not a mere 20 items. However, as an exploratory study
aiming to collect data that can serve as a basis to determine if a larger study is warranted,
the opportunity presented by the CIRP study was both convenient and inexpensive, and
as such quite attractive. While it would be ideal to design a lengthy instrument
completely focused on measuring the extent to which free-market logic defines students’
approach to their education, obtaining valid results would be quite challenging. Limiting
nonresponse bias is most important with regard to ensuring valid survey results, and one
of the best ways to avoid nonresponse bias is having a high response rate (Dillman,
2007). While some scholars have distanced themselves from the requirement of high
response rates, largely due to the increasingly low response rates plaguing surveys in
higher education, a high response rate continues to be an important aspect to ensuring
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quality data (Laguilles, Williams, & Saunders, 2010). Survey response rates at the
institution where this research was conducted are consistent with those throughout higher
education, mostly hovering around 40% (Laguilles, Williams, & Saunders, 2010;
Williams, et. al., 2008). However, response rates to the CIRP Freshman Survey often
exceed 70% (see Table 3.1).
I was faced with a decision: create an entire survey instrument that would more
fully capture the various aspects of the impact of free-market logic on college students
but most likely have a response rate that would not exceed 40%, or use the institutionspecific items from the CIRP Freshman Survey and have a response rate that likely
exceeds 70%, but only be able to examine one or two manifestations of free-market logic
in college students. I had access to both options, being able to create and administer a
comprehensive web-based survey, and being able to design the items to be used on the
institution’s specific items on the CIRP Freshman Survey. I chose the latter, as I would
rather have high quality data with a limited scope than questionable data from a more
comprehensive study. Further, given the exploratory nature of the study, it was more
important to gather a limited amount of reliable data to be used as a foundation for
possible future studies than collect a wide-range of data that could not yield accurate
accounts of students’ beliefs.
Having chosen to use the institutional-specific items from the CIRP Freshman
Survey, I had to narrow my investigation from examining the broad impact of freemarket logic on college students to a particular manifestation of this logic. The literature
review provided a clear path for this investigation, as a customer orientation was by far
the most widely discussed characteristic of college students that is directly connected to
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free-market logic. Further, while scholars have discussed the conceptualization of
students as customers, few have empirically investigated the phenomenon. A customer
orientation is an abstract construct, not capable of being directly measured, which may
account for why there is a void of research on the topic. However, particular beliefs
associated with a customer orientation have been well defined in the literature. These
beliefs include that education is a simple exchange (Sharrock, 2000), students are passive
recipients of their education (Wueste & Fishman, 2009), students should take an
instrumental approach to education (George 2007), the most important outcome of a
course is getting a good grade (Beatty, 2004; Vogel, 1997), and the most important
outcome of a college education is securing a high paying job upon graduation (Clayson &
Haley, 2005). Each of these beliefs “taps into” different aspects of the underlying
construct of a customer orientation, and together can provide a composite measure of the
phenomenon. Most importantly, it is possible to examine these beliefs using at most 20
items.
Item Creation
Having decided to focus my analysis on the extent to which students express a
customer orientation towards their education, the next step was to develop specific
measures that would reflect the various manifestations of this orientation. While a
number of scholars have discussed the conceptualization of students as customers, only a
few use survey data to support their claims. As discussed in chapter two, these surveys
are riddled with flaws and as such provide little help in terms of lending items to my
instrument. Only three items from existing instruments could be adapted for use in my
survey. Two of the items are from a survey used by Delucchi and Korgen (2002): “If
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I’m paying for my college education, I’m entitled to a degree” and “I would take a course
in which I would learn a little or nothing but would receive an A.” One item is from
Finney and Finney (2010): “As a student, I believe that my role is that of a customer of
the university.” With these notable exceptions, all items to be used in this analysis had to
be newly constructed.
To create my items, I began with an examination of the specific manifestations of
a customer orientation that scholars have previously identified through their largely
theoretical or anecdotal research. For example, Clayson and Haley (2005) state, “with a
student as customer perspective, not securing a good job can be seen as the fault of the
service providers” (p. 4-5). The idea that it is the institution’s responsibility to ensure
students find a well-paying job upon graduation is reinforced by Kessler (2009), who
discusses a lawsuit filed by a students who did not find a job after graduation and wants
her tuition and fee money back, and Hoover (2010), who discusses a job guarantee
program at a small college. With three separate scholars suggesting that students who
express a customer orientation would believe that it is the institution’s responsibility to
ensure that they find a job upon graduation, I created a survey item based on this idea.
Similarly, George (2007) discusses the lessening of non-monetary costs of education, and
when combined with research on the number of hours per week students use studying
(Astin, 1998), rampant grade inflation (Clayson & Haley, 2005; George, 2007), and
increased incidents of cheating and academic dishonesty (McCabe, Trevino, &
Butterfield, 2001; Thompson, 2006), it might seem that students can expect to receive a
good grade with doing little academic work. Again, given the multiple scholars who
discuss this phenomenon, I created a complimentary survey item.
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A thorough review of the literature resulted in an initial pool of 54 items that I
created. All 54 items were attitudinal in nature, that is, they were created to measure
students’ attitudes, opinions, and beliefs. Creating these types of items presents a specific
set of challenges for the researcher, mainly because the items refer to states of the mind
that are in principle unverifiable (Sudman & Bradburn, 1982). The potential to create
ambiguous items and items that are difficult to answer is quite high in such a situation, as
demonstrated by the item used by Finney and Finney (2010), "as a student, I believe that
my role is that of a customer of the university." It would be extremely difficult for
students to respond to this question, as they may feel that their role is that of a customer
when they are in the dining commons or bursar’s office, but not when they are in the
classroom. The ambiguity contained in the item makes it a poor measure of the extent to
which students view themselves as customers, which is why I had to revise it for use in
my survey. Sudman and Bradburn provide a series of suggestions regarding formulating
high-quality attitudinal questions, including to articulate clearly the attitude object, or the
specific thing on which the attitude is focused, and to measure the strength of the attitude
not only through the response categories, but also by building in dimensions of strength
into the items themselves. I followed these suggestions, as well as general guidelines
presented by Dillman (2007), as I constructed my initial pool of survey items.
An important aspect of the item creation process, often omitted from discussions
of item creation, concerns response categories. Researchers use a variety of response
formats, including semantic differentials, visual analogs, binary responses, though the
most common in education research is the Likert response scale (DeVellis, 2003). As
DeVellis discusses, when using a Likert scale as your response format, the item is
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presented as a declarative sentence, which is followed by response options that
correspond to varying degrees of agreement, importance, endorsement, or whatever is an
appropriate response to the item. The CIRP Freshman survey uses a Likert scale for
many of its items. For example, one item on the instrument reads, “The current economic
situation significantly affected my college choice:” which is followed by four response
options, agree strongly, agree somewhat, disagree somewhat, and disagree strongly.
Response options should be worded to have roughly the same distance between them,
with researchers disagreeing on the need for a midpoint within the options (Dillman,
2007). However, to best approximate equal intervals between response options, a
midpoint is necessary (the interval between strongly agree and somewhat agree will be
different from that between somewhat agree and somewhat disagree. This is remedied by
including a “neither agree nor disagree” option). Consistent with Sudman and Bradburn
(1982), when a Likert format is utilized, the items should be worded fairly strongly, with
the response options providing the space to capture moderation (DeVellis, 2003).
Given the restricted response space for the institutional-specific items on the
CIRP Freshman Survey (five response options labeled A through E), and consistent with
the larger survey instrument, I chose to use a Likert response format. As Dillman (2007)
discusses, when response options appear multiple times in a single instrument, the order
of responses should remain the same. I have used an agree/disagree response set, and
since this type of response format is used previously in the instrument, it was worded and
ordered consistent with the larger CIRP Freshman Survey instrument: agree strongly,
agree somewhat, neither agree nor disagree, disagree somewhat, and disagree strongly.
Unlike the larger CIRP Freshmen Survey instrument, my response scale includes a

87

midpoint, as this ensures to the greatest extent possible equal intervals between response
options.
Focus Group Data
Existing literature provided an excellent beginning to the item creation process,
but given that most items were derived from anecdotal or theoretical discussions of all
college students, and the uneven impact of free-market logic on higher education (Naidoo
& Jamieson, 2005) it is reasonable to question the extent to which these discussions may
be present within the particular institution being investigated. To help substantiate the
existence of the ideas and beliefs attributed to a customer orientation in the specific
institution, a focus group of academic advisors was conducted. Additionally, the focus
group had the potential to contribute different examples of the manifestations of a
customer orientation than exist in the literature, which could help to create survey items.
This section will detail the participant selection, focus group script, data collection, and
data analysis of the focus group.
Participant selection
The main criteria for participant selection are type, frequency, and scope of
interactions with students. Since the purpose of the focus group was to discuss the
manifestations of a customer orientation within entering first-year students’ approach
towards their education, participants need to have engaged with students frequently
enough to provide meaningful insight into this area. For instance, tenured faculty
members do act as academic advisors in many departments within the institution, but
their interaction with first-year students is often quite limited. As such, their inclusion in
the focus group may not provide helpful insights in answering the research questions.
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Academic advisors from the Undergraduate Advising Office, on the other hand, use a
substantial part of their time meeting one on one with students, as well as teaching a
seminar in which, “students work closely with their academic advisors as they complete
exercises and activities to help clarify their individual goals and develop their personal
academic plans” (http://ualc.umass.edu/advising/oasisseminars/). Further, unlike
advisors located in specific disciplines that see only a small fraction of first-year students,
these advisors work with undeclared students who comprise approximately 30% of all
first-year students. The type of their engagement and their interaction with almost onethird of the entire first-year population makes these advisors ideal candidates for this
focus group, with four of the nine advisors employed by this office participating. I sent
an initial email to all nine advisors in the Undergraduate Advising Office, with five
advisors expressing interest in participating. One individual was subsequently unable to
participate, bringing the total number of advisors from the Undergraduate Research
Office to four.
Relying solely on advisors from the Undergraduate Advising Office may yield a
partial picture concerning students at the institution, as these advisors only meet with
undeclared students. However, it would be impractical to include advisors from each of
the 88 different majors offered at the institution. I decided to include advisors from
departments that could be understood as being on the extremes of a free-market logic
spectrum: the School of Management and the Social Thought and Political Economy
(STPEC) program. The Dean of the School of Management declares, “Our culture is an
incubator for global business leaders. That's because it combines a consistently
innovative business education with interdisciplinary study and research at a great
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university” (http://www.isenberg.umass.edu/dean/). Contrastingly, the STPEC website
(http://www.umass.edu/stpec) states, “STPEC courses may deal with issues such as
freedom and the state, structural inequality in the economy, work and work relations…the
interrelationship of racism, sexism, and class oppression…and theories of social change”.
As such, these areas can be conceptualized as being located in either end of the freemarket logic continuum. Both areas have non-faculty advisors who engage with entering
students to a greater degree than do faculty members do. I contacted each department
and in each case was referred to a specific member of their advising staff. One nonfaculty academic advisor from each of these areas agreed to participate, bringing the total
number of participants to six. Participants were given an informed consent letter prior to
the conducting of the focus group, a copy of which is included in Appendix B.
Focus group script
The script is included in Appendix B. In accordance with best practices (Morgan,
1988), this semi-structured focus group began with me introducing the general topics
under investigation, while deliberately leaving space for participants to expand the
conversation. Given that the rationale for conducting the focus group is to help
substantiate claims made in the literature, as well as to create new items, a semistructured focus group provided the best way to proceed. When applicable, I asked
specifically if the participants agreed that students express ideas or beliefs found in the
initial pool of items. For example, one participant, stated, “Students come into my office
and ask, ‘do you have an easy class for me to take?’ I want to ask them, ‘why are you
wasting your time, don’t you want to learn something while you are here?’” Other
participants nodded in agreement, to which I followed up specifically invoking claims
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made in the literature, and asked, “Do you think students would rather take an easy class
in which they learned very little and got an A, or a difficult class that challenged them
and in which they learned a good deal?” With the exception of the advisor from STPEC,
all advisors agreed that students were often unconcerned with learning as much as they
were concerned with getting good grades. In similar cases, I used the existing literature
as a basis for which to follow up on participants’ initial comments.
Data collection
The focus group was conducted on January 28, 2010, beginning at 5:30 p.m. in a
conference room in the building that houses the higher education program. Sitting
around a rectangular conference table, participants and I conversed for over two hours.
Beginning with introductions, including participants’ educational history and experience
at the institution, and a general discussion of why students go to college, the conversation
quickly turned to specific instances in which students either explicitly expressed or
rejected an extrinsically focused education. One particularly lively portion of the
discussion centered around the role of parents within the students’ educational decisionmaking process, which was then followed by a relatively long discussion of the factors
influencing students’ choice of major. The plurality of the discussion focused on
students’ general approach to their education, and their identity on campus. The entire
discussion was recorded and made available to participants upon request.
Analysis
The focus group recording was transcribed, but only a cursory analysis was
performed. Since the purpose of the focus group was to confirm aspects of existing
literature and to lead to the creation of new items, complete coding of the transcript was
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not necessary. I read the transcript examining the extent to which the participants’
comments were congruent with the initial pool of items. No items were removed from
the pool due to the focus group data, while several were added as a result of participants’
comments and experiences. For example, participants discussed how students were
increasingly choosing majors that they admitted they had little interest in and did not
want to work in that area, but were doing so because those majors provided opportunities
to make money. This idea is not completely new, as scholars have discussed the
increased enrollment in majors that are perceived to lead to high salaries. However, the
literature did not articulate that students are deliberately choosing these majors even as
they know they have little interest in them and would not be happy pursuing careers in
those fields. After the conclusion of the analysis, the initial item pool was at 61.
Expert Reviews
Researchers discuss three different standards that all survey items should meet:
content standards, which refer to the questions asking about the appropriate things,
cognitive standards, which refer to respondents understanding the items and having the
required information to answer the items, and usability standards, which refer to the
ability for respondents to easily follow and complete the survey as it was intended
(Groves, et. al., 2009). To help ensure my items sufficiently met these standards, I gave
my initial item pool to a group of experts for review. Expert review is an important part
of item creation (DeVellis, 2003; Groves et. al., 2009), and my group contained two
survey research methodologists, both of whom teach courses in the institution’s higher
education graduate program, and two assistant directors of institutional research, both of
whom have extensively studied college students. The members of this group were not
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experts on the manifestations of free-market logic in college students, and as such
focused more on cognitive and usability standards than content standards. The group met
three times during the spring of 2010. The first meeting was a review of all 61 initial
items, to which the group provided substantial feedback. As Groves et. al. discuss, it is
quite common for members of review groups to have different opinions concerning the
items, and this was certainly true in my case. Items that were severely contested were
removed, as were those that the group, by consensus, determined to be flawed. After
incorporating the feedback, I provided the group with a revised set of 25 items. The
group reconvened to review the new set of items as well as the instrument’s instructions
and visual layout, at which time six more were removed, bringing the total to 19 items.
Ideally, my next step would have been to pretest the items with a small sample of
my population. Unfortunately, since my population was incoming students, this was not
possible. Further, given my particular time frame, most notably the final expert review
meeting taking place with only three weeks remaining in the spring semester, it was not
possible to pre-test the items with a group of current students. However, conducting
some sort of pilot test remained important, and was possible to accomplish. To this end, I
presented the items to a group of first-year masters students in the higher education
program. These students were assistant residence directors, student activities
coordinators, or held other positions in student affairs. The group completed the survey,
and provided feedback concerning item wording and structure. The group felt the items
were easy to understand and that entering first-year students would easily be able to
respond to the items. Members of the group identified three items with potential wording
issues, and each of these items was subsequently altered. Instructions for the completion
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of the institutional specific items is provided in Appendix C, and the final 19 items, are
included in Appendix D.
Data Collection
The CIRP Freshman Survey is administered through the UMass Amherst New
Student Orientation (NSO) Program. The survey is a continuous four-page instrument
(two pages with items on both the front and back), with the institutional items and
instructions being included in a separate piece of paper placed inside the instrument. The
survey is administered in two different ways, depending on whether or not the student
takes the foreign language placement test. For those who do not take the test, which is an
overwhelming majority of students (personal communication, Elizabeth Cleary, March 1,
2011), the survey is administered directly following the math placement test, which
occurs on the first morning of NSO. A NSO counselor proctors the survey, which when
completed is collected by NSO staff. Those students who take the foreign language
placement test, due to time conflicts, are not able to complete the survey during the math
placement test, and instead are given the survey to complete and return to NSO staff prior
to the end of their orientation session.
Each week, I met with NSO staff to collect all completed surveys, as well as to
discuss any issues they were having with survey administration. Upon collecting the
surveys, I reviewed each to ensure they were properly completed (all answer bubbles
were sufficiently filled in, there were no extraneous markings, or other issues that may
have affected the reading of responses when scanned). I cleaned the surveys that showed
potential issues, most of which were incomplete fillings of answer bubbles. At the end of
the NSO program, I packed the surveys and sent them to the Higher Education Research
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Institute’s processing plant. After being processed, CIRP provides the data
electronically, via their web portal, where users can download an SPSS file of their
institutional results.
A total of 4469 first-year students enrolled at the institution for the fall 2010
semester7, 3814 of which completed at least part of the CIRP survey (an 85.3% response
rate). Historically, the institutional-specific items are completed by only a subset of total
respondents, most likely due to the way in which the items are provided in a separate
sheet of paper and appear to be meaningfully different from the larger survey instrument.
This held true for this year’s survey, in which only 3001 students completed any of the
institutional-specific items. Of these, only 2674 completed all 19 items8. Give the large
number of responses and potential issues concerning missing data, I chose only to include
cases in which all of the institutional-specific items were completed. This resulted in a
final response rate of 59.8%.
I conducted a series of analysis to determine if there were any significant
differences between respondents included in the analysis and those who had completed
the CIRP Freshman Survey but not all of the institutional-specific items. Most higher
education scholars use a level of p < .05 to determine significant differences, even though
we know that significance levels are directly related to sample size (American
Educational Research Association, 2006). When such a low threshold of significance is
7

Importantly, while the overwhelming majority of entering first-year students
participates in the New Student Orientation, there are a small number who do not. Further, an
additional small number of students (personal communication, Elizabeth Cleary, March 1, 2011)
who participate in NSO do not subsequently enroll at the institution (personal communication,
Elizabeth Cleary, March 1, 2011). As such, not response rates described in this dissertation may
be slightly inaccurate.
8
108 respondents left item 19 blank, but gave an answer for item 20, which did not exist.
Analyses were done to determine if the responses by these 108 individuals were significantly
different from those of the larger sample. No significant differences were found.
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used in analysis of data from large sample sizes, researchers will undoubtedly find a
number of significant results. However, these differences, while significant, are rarely
meaningful. Instead, when large samples are present, researchers should use a higher
threshold to determine significance. Using p < .001, a level appropriate given the large
sample size, I found only 8 statistically significant differences between those who
completed all of the institutional-specific items and those who did not out of a total of
246 items (using p <.01 results in 13 additional differences, whereas p < .05 results in an
additional 28 significant differences). With so few differences existing between these
two groups, I felt confident that even though 1140 cases would be omitted in the
analyses, the respondents included in the analysis were representative of the entering
first-year population.
Data Analysis
Answering my research questions required four separate data analysis procedures.
The most basic analysis was an examination of historic changes within the existing CIRP
Freshman Survey data at the institution, which comes in the form of plotting response
propensities for each item for each year of national survey administration (1972 -2009)
and UMass Amherst survey administration (1971-2009)9: (a) the importance of
developing a meaningful philosophy of life, and (b) the importance of being very well off
financially, on a series of line graphs. Again, CIRP collapses responses categories and its
publications and institutional reports only provide the percentage of students who report
the item as either essential or very important. Since the national data were reported after
a series of weighting procedures, it was not possible to perform statistical analyses to
9

UMass Amherst did not administer the CIRP Freshman Survey in 1976, 1978, or 2000.
Additionally, responses to these items for the year 1988 are omitted, as they were compromised
due to question order effects (see Astin et. al. 1988 for further explanation).
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determine if differences within the data are statistically significant. However, to
determine if statistically significant differences existed within the variables included in
the analysis of UMass Amherst data , layered crosstabs with chi-square tests were
conducted. Given such large sample sizes, the significance level was set at p < .001
The next analysis is also quite basic, and comes in the form of descriptive
statistics, including response distributions, means, and standard deviations, for each of
the 19 institutional-specific items in the 2010 UMass Amherst CIRP Freshman Survey.
Examinations of data from single items with Likert response categories were conducted
while keeping in mind the extensive limitations of such data. At best, they provide an
oversimplified understanding of the phenomenon in question, and as such, conclusions
based on the data must be made with caution. However, given the lack of data on the
topic, examining these single items can provide an extremely basic understanding of the
attitudes students hold with regard to the various aspects of a customer orientation within
the institution. The remaining analyses are more complicated, and required me to make
a number of decisions. As such, they require a more lengthy discussion of the analysis
procedures.
Scale Creation: Factor Analysis
This research attempts to measure the extent to which students express a customer
orientation towards their education. It is impossible to directly observe or measure a
customer orientation, which is best described as a latent construct. Researchers generally
agree that measures of latent constructs cannot be revealed in a single item, but instead
require multiple items to capture the various manifestations of the construct (Netemeyer,
Bearden, & Sharma, 2003). To combine the multiple items into a single measure of the
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latent construct requires the creation of a scale, which can be done through factor
analysis. Factor analysis enables the researcher to summarize relationships within
variables through a more parsimonious set of factor scores that can then be used in
subsequent analysis, including analysis of variance and regression (Thompson, 2004).
Conducting a factor analysis requires multiple steps, beginning with the researcher
examining the data to determine if it is suitable for factor analysis. The most common
ways of doing so is to first examining the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling
adequacy, which determines whether the partial correlations among variables are small. If
the KMO value should be greater than .6, the data is suitable for factor analysis (Mertler
& Vannatta, 2002). Next, Bartlett’s test of sphericity, which tests whether the correlation
matrix is an identity matrix, must be examined. If the test is statistically significant, the
correlation matrix is not an identity matrix and the factor analysis can proceed (Mertler &
Vannatta, 2002). Lastly, inter-item correlations must be examined, with items to be
included in the factor analysis being moderately correlated (at .3 or greater) with at least
one other variable (Mertler & Vannatta, 2002).
Once these tests have been conducted and the data is determined to be suitable for
factor analysis, the researcher then must make a series of decisions. First, the researcher
must choose to conduct either an exploratory or confirmatory factor analysis, then choose
which matrix of association to analyze (correlation or variance/covariance), and
determine which extraction method to use (i.e. principle component analysis, principle
axis factoring). Following this, the researcher must determine which strategies will be
used for factor retention, the rotation strategy (orthogonal or oblique), the particular
rotation type (i.e. verimax, oblimin), the criteria used to determine which items weigh
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meaningfully on a factor, and which procedures to use when computing factor scores.
Each of these decisions will be briefly discussed.
Type of Factor Analysis
There are two primary types of factor analysis, exploratory factory analysis (EFA)
and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The most basic difference between the two types
regards the extent to which a priori theory guides the analysis. In EFA, the researcher
may not have any particular expectations concerning the number or composition of
underlying constructs, whereas in CFA, the researcher has specific expectations regarding
the number of factors, which items combine to create which factors, and whether the
factors are correlated with one another (Thompson, 2004). My analysis is strongly
informed by theory, as this is the basis used to ground the idea that students are
embracing a customer orientation and is the foundation from which specific items were
constructed. Since I expect a single factor will emerge and that all items to load on that
factor, it may seem appropriate for me to conduct CFA. However, as Henson and
Roberts (2006) discuss, EFA is appropriate when using newly created items and
developing new constructs, even when the researcher holds theoretical expectations
regarding the number of factors and which items reflect each factor. Since I am using
newly developed items, exploratory factor analysis is the appropriate technique.
Sample size affects all statistical analysis, and exploratory factor analysis is no
different. Researchers disagree about the number of cases needed per variable within the
EFA, though general estimates suggest five to twenty cases per variable and at least 100
cases total (Thompson, 2004). In general, sizes that exceed 1000 cases are considered

99

excellent (Henson & Roberts, 2006), which is where my data, with over 2500 cases,
would fit.
Matrix of Association
Exploratory factor analysis does not analyze the actual scores of measured
variables, but instead is based on a matrix of bivariate associations among the variables
(Thompson, 2004). As such, the particular matrix of association used in the analysis will
impact the results. While the researcher has a number of options regarding the matrix of
association, the three most often utilized are the Pearson r, Spearman’s rho, and
covariance matrix. The covariance matrix is most often used in CFA, with EFA usually
using one of the correlation matrices (Thomson, 2004). The difference between the two
correlation matrices is that the use of the Pearson r requires the data to be intervally
scaled, while the Spearman rho only requires the data to be ordinal. Since Likert data is
often treated as interval data (Bryman & Cramer, 2001), I chose to use Pearson r. Most
researchers fail to report which matrix of association they use (Henson & Roberts, 2006),
making it difficult to determine if the use of Pearson r is congruent with best practices.
However, since it is the default matrix of association in SPSS and most other statistical
packages, we can infer that the lack of specificity within existing research suggests
researchers do not alter the matrix of association from the default.
Method of Extraction
Principle components analysis (PCA) is the default method of extraction in SPSS,
and is most often used in higher education literature (Hanson & Roberts, 2006).
However, it is not truly a method of factor analysis, but instead is only a method of data
reduction (Costello & Osborne, 2005). In PCA, components are calculated by using all
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of the variance (shared, unique, and error) within the variables, and all of the variance
appears in the solution. Including all sources of variance can produce inflated values of
the variance accounted for by the components and biased results (Costello & Osborne,
2005). True factor analysis aims not to reduce the data into a smaller set of components,
but to uncover latent constructs that shape item responses. As such, it is mostly concerned
with the shared variance and is not susceptible to the type of inflation that PCA can
produce. While there are often little difference in the solutions between PCA and factor
analysis methods, the choice of extraction method remains important (Thompson, 2004).
Since I am attempting to measure the extent to which students express a customer
orientation towards their education, which is a latent construct, I chose not to use PCA
and instead to use a method of factor analysis.
There are multiple methods of factor analysis extraction, six of which are
available in SPSS: unweighted least squares, generalized least squares, maximum
likelihood, principle axis factoring, alpha factoring, and image factoring. As Costello and
Osborne (2005) discuss, information on the strengths and weaknesses of these methods is
difficult to find, and even more difficult to understand. I chose to use principle axis
factoring, as it is the most common method of factor analysis (excluding PCA which is
not truly a method of factor analysis (Thompson, 2004), and is appropriate with large
sample sizes and census data (Thompson & Daniels, 1996).
Number of Factors to Retain
One of the most important decisions within EFA is the number of factors to
retain. The most common strategy used to determine the number of factors to retain, and
the default technique in SPSS, is the eigenvalue greater than one rule (Henson & Roberts,
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2006). However, this method has been shown to be one of the least accurate options
available to the researcher, often inflating the number of factors retained (Costello &
Osborne, 2005). Costello and Osborne suggest, and DeVellis (2003) agrees, that the best
method available to most researchers is the scree test. This test involves analyzing the
graph of the eigenvalues, which is provided by SPSS, and looking for the point in which
the graph begins to flatten (some discuss this as finding the “elbow” of the graph). While
the scree test is an improvement over the eigenvalue greater than one rule, it relies on the
researcher to make a visual determination, which can inject a large amount of subjectivity
into a supposedly objective statistical analysis.
Possibly the best strategy used to determine the number of factors to retain is
parallel analysis. Thompson and Daniels (1996) describe this procedure, which begins
with the researcher generating a random raw data matrix of the same number of variables,
size, and response options as the actual data. In my case, it would be a 2674-by-19 (I
have 2674 cases and 19 variables) matrix consisting of 1s, 2s, 3s, 4s, and 5s (the response
options). The researcher then factor analyzes the random data matrix, and computes the
eigenvalues associated with the data. Next, the researcher compares the eigenvalues of
the real and random data, with factors being extracted if any real eigenvalue exceeds the
associated eigenvalue from the real data. This procedure is not available within SPSS,
and as such is not often used by higher education researchers. However, Thompson and
Daniels provide the SPSS syntax for this procedure, making it fairly easy to conduct.
The most important guideline in determining the number of factors to retain is not
to rely on any single strategy (Henson & Roberts, 2006; Costello & Osborne, 2005;
Thompson, 2004). Each strategy helps the researcher determine which factors to retain,
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and the more agreement across strategies; the more confident the researcher can be in the
determination of the number of factors to retain. With this in mind, I will be using all
three of these rules, the eigenvalue greater than one rule, scree test, and parallel analysis,
to determine the appropriate number of factors to retain.
Rotation
Factor rotation is performed to help expose the structure of underlying constructs
within the data. Rotation is only possible when multiple factors are extracted, and is
almost essential to interpret such multiple factors (Thompson, 2004). There are two basic
types of rotation, orthogonal and oblique. Most higher education researchers use
orthogonal rotation, particularly verimax rotation, which is the default option in SPSS
(Henson & Roberts, 2006). In these cases, the researcher examines the factor pattern
matrix to determine the structure of the latent constructs (Gorsuch, 1983). However,
when the researcher suspects that the underlying constructs may be correlated, which is
frequently the case in educational research, oblique rotation is appropriate (Costello &
Osborne, 2005). When oblique rotation is used, promax or oblimin rotations are the most
common. To interpret the structure of underlying constructs when using an oblique
rotation, the researcher first examines the factor pattern matrix, but also has to examine
the factor structure matrix to be able to interpret correlated factors. While I anticipated
only one factor emerging from the data, which would require no rotation, if multiple
factors were present, I would assume they would be correlated and would use an oblique
rotation.
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Interpreting Factor Structure
A major decision within the factor analysis process is to determine which items
meaningfully weigh on a factor. Often, researchers use the term “loadings” to refer to the
coefficients used to determine the structure of underlying factors. Unfortunately,
researchers use the term to describe both pattern coefficients as well as structure
coefficients, resulting in substantial confusion in understanding which coefficients are
being discussed (Thomson & Daniels, 1996). Thompson and Daniels suggest researchers
not use the term “loadings” at all and instead refer to pattern coefficients and structure
coefficients specifically. When using orthogonal rotations, in which case the pattern
coefficient and structure coefficient will be identical, they suggest researchers refer to the
pattern/structure coefficients. Lastly, when no rotation is used, only factor matrix
coefficients are provided. In these cases, researchers should call them as such and refrain
from using the term “loadings.”
In general, researchers suggest that to be a meaningful part of an underlying
construct, the coefficients associated with individual items (mainly pattern coefficients
or pattern/structure coefficients) should have an absolute value between .4 to .9
(Netemeyer, Bearden, & Sharma, 2003). However, with newly created items and
exploratory studies with large samples, coefficients of at least .32 can reflect important
items within the latent construct (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Importantly, if an item has
a coefficient of greater than .32 on multiple factors, known as a “crossloading,” the
researcher needs to determine if the item should be omitted from the analysis, which is
often the correct decision if the factor contains a number of other items weighing
meaningfully on it (Costello & Osborne, 2005). Gorsuch (1983) discusses the various
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criteria used to make these determinations, and recommends that similar to deciding on
the number of factors to retain, researchers not strictly abide by stringent criteria but
instead make informed judgments based on the particular data and items in the analysis.
If an item that is theoretically strongly connected to the underlying construct but its
coefficient of interest is slightly below stated guidelines, the researcher may want to
retain that item. With this in mind, I set the minimum coefficient for an item to weigh
meaningfully on a factor at an absolute value of .35, which is more stringent than the
recommendation of Tabachnick and Fidell and more consistent with cutoffs used in
education research (Henson & Roberts, 2006).
Alpha Reliability
Once the researcher determines which items meaningfully weight on a factor, the
next step is to explore the reliability of the newly created scale. As DeVellis (2003)
discusses, one of the best indicators of a scale’s quality is the reliability coefficient alpha.
The coefficient alpha addresses the extent to which a set of items that are designed to
measure a single construct are interrelated (Netemeyer, Bearden, & Sharma, 2003). The
value of the coefficient ranges from 0 to 1, with value of at least .7 indicating an adequate
scale (DeVellis, 2003). The coefficient alpha is largely affected by the number of items in
the scale, with increasing numbers of items resulting in higher coefficient alpha values
(Netemeyer, Bearden, & Sharma, 2003). Researchers must keep this in mind when
interpreting the coefficient for scales with extremely low (less than four) or high (more
than 15) items (Netemeyer, Bearden, & Sharma, 2003). A coefficient between .8 and .9
is optimal, as anything larger than .9 suggests too much redundancy in the scale and the
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need to remove items (DeVellis, 2003). I set the minimum coefficient alpha at .8, as I
expected a single factor with a relatively large number of items.
Within the calculations of the coefficient alpha in SPSS, researchers can also
calculate the change in the coefficient if individual items are removed, as well as explore
corrected item-total correlations. These two pieces of data help the researcher fine tune
the scale. If the coefficient alpha largely increases if an item is removed, which suggests
a greater level of interrelatedness among the items when that particular item is removed,
the researcher may want to remove that item from the scale (Netemeyer, Bearden, &
Sharma, 2003). Corrected item-total correlation provides information regarding the
relationship between each individual item and the underlying construct, with a value of at
least .3 suggesting the item is meaningfully related to the underlying construct (Gorsuch,
1983). I explored both the coefficient alpha if item deleted and the corrected item-total
correlation to ensure my scale(s) were optimally designed.
Factor Scores
After an exploratory factor analysis is performed, the researcher may want to
compute factor scores that can be used in subsequent analyses. This is an appropriate
procedure for my study, as I attempt to discover group differences in the extent to which
students embrace a customer orientation. There are two main types of factor scores, nonrefined and refined. Non-refined factor scores are calculated through fairly simple
procedures and are easy to compute and interpret, while refined methods use
sophisticated analysis, and though they provide estimates that are standardizes scores, are
more difficult to interpret (DiStefano, Zhu, & Mindrila, 2009).
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As DiStefano, Zhu, and Mindrila (2009) discuss, one of the most popular nonrefined methods of calculated factor scores involves summing the raw scores from each
of the items weighing on a factor. If an item has a negative coefficient of determination
(i.e. pattern coefficient, pattern/structure coefficient), the score is subtracted from the
total. After scores are summed, the researcher can divide the score by the number of
items, providing an average score that corresponds to the response scale of the factor. A
popular refined method uses least square regression to predict factor scores. This method
has advantages over refined methods in that it accounts for correlations between factors
and among observed variables, as well as correlations among oblique factors (DiStefano,
Zhu, & Mindrila, 2009). Most importantly, it provides standardize scores. Regression
factor scores can be obtained through SPSS, providing an easy way to obtain these
otherwise complicated measures.
Hair et. al. (2006) state that the sum score method is most appropriate in
exploratory studies where factors are untested and there is no evidence of validity.
Additionally, the ease of interpretation of scores derived from the sum scores by factor
method, and extended when average scores are calculated, presents a distinct advantage
over factor scores obtained through refined methods. However, using refined methods
produces factor scores that are standardized, and include both shared variance and error
variance (Gorsuch, 1983). Further, as opposed to simple summing of scores, the relative
strength of each item (i.e. the magnitude of the pattern coefficient or pattern/structure
coefficient) is including in computing the score (DiStefano, Zhu, & Mindrila, 2009).
Since each of these methods has meaningful advantages, I used both methods to create
two separate factor scores for each case. When scores were used as dependent variables
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in subsequent analysis, I conducted two separate analyses with each score being its own
dependent variable. I found no differences in the results of the analysis, and due to the
ease of interpretation, I used the sum scores by factor method to create average scores.
Analyzing Group Differences
My second research question includes the presence of group differences in the
extent to which students express a customer orientation towards their education. The
dependent variable in this analysis will be the factor scores calculated through the process
described above, which, while not a true continuous variable, can be treated as such in
subsequent analysis (Thompson, 2004). Data on the groups of interest came from
responses to the general CIRP Freshman Survey, which served as independent variables
in the analysis. These variables can be broken down into two groups: a) demographic
characteristics, and b) students’ beliefs and expected college behaviors. I chose to use the
p < .001 significance level, as this seems most appropriate given the sample size used in
this dissertation. Some may argue that given the exploratory nature of the study, I should
use a less conservative significance level of p < .01 or even p < .05. They would say that
I should be trying to cast the widest net possible and identify all possible differences, and
using p < .001 does not allow for this. It is true that in much research in higher education
uses either the p < .05 or p < .01 level, and this is particularly true for exploratory studies.
However, given that the null hypothesis used to determine if statistically significant
differences exist is that no such differences do exist and I knew from previous research
there were differences within many of the independent variables included in this analysis
(most notably sex, race, first-generation status, and planned academic major) in a variety
of meaningful educational attitudes, goals, and planned behaviors, I felt a more stringent
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significant criteria was in order. Importantly, the p < .001 significance level was not used
to determine which differences were stronger than others, as significance testing cannot
speak to effect sizes. Instead, given the large sample size and the unlikeliness for the null
hypotheses to confirmed, I chose the p < .001 as the best way to identity the differences
that may exist within the groups under investigation.
Independent Variables
The demographic groups of interest are race, gender, first-generation status, level
of concern about financing one’s education, and the extent to which they agree or
disagree that the current economic situation significantly affected their college choice,
characteristics that are largely beyond the control of the student. With the exception of
the extent to which the current economic situation affects students’ college choice, which
was not asked previously, these are the same variables used in the previous analysis of
longitudinal CIRP data. I chose to add the current economic situation item to bolster my
indicators of economic class. Given the homogeneous student population at the
institution, race will have to be collapsed into two categories, White and not White.
Gender data is reported by a simple dichotomy, male and female, and first-generation
status is a binary variable determined through examining the college experiences of
students’ parents. If parents have not obtained any degree beyond a high school diploma,
students are considered first generation. Level of concern about finances is reported
through one of three options: none (I am confident that I will have sufficient funds), some
(but I probably will have enough funds), and major (not sure I will have enough funds to
complete college). The extent to which students agree or disagree that the current
economic situation significantly affected their college choice is reported as either agree
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strongly, agree somewhat, disagree somewhat, or disagree strongly. For my purposes, I
am only interested in the simple distinction between those who do agree that the current
economic situation affected their college choice and those who do not. As such, the
categories will be collapsed into agree strongly/agree somewhat and disagree
strongly/disagree somewhat. All of these variables are categorical.
The students’ beliefs and expected college behaviors of interest are planned
college major, political views, and the CIRP constructs of pluralistic orientation, social
agency, and likelihood of college involvement, of which they have substantial agency in
creating. Students are given 85 options for their planned college major, though I am only
interested in students who plan to major in a field within the Humanities and Fine Arts or
in the School of Management. As these two groups are discussed most often in the
literature with regard to the impact of free-market logic and customer orientation,
examining differences between them is a suitable starting point for this exploratory study.
Responses will be collapsed into three groups, Humanities and Fine Arts, School of
Management, and Other. Another categorical variable, how would you characterize your
political views, students are given five choices: far left, liberal, middle-of-the-road,
conservative, and far right. Few students report their views to be on either extreme, and
as such, this variable will be collapsed into three categories: far left/liberal, middle-ofthe-road, and far right/conservative. Pluralistic orientation, social agency, and likelihood
of college involvement are all constructs created by CIRP, which have been created using
item-response theory (CIRP, 2010). These variables are reported in two ways: a raw
score that is a continuous variable (though truncated on both ends), and a categorical
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variable that gives the relative strength of the student’s score on the construct (low,
average, or high). The constructs are defined in Table 3.2.
Basic Group Differences
To examine differences within single groups (i.e. the difference between males
and females in the dependent variable), I will use a series of one-way ANOVAs. Partial
eta square values will be used to determine effect size, which will help interpret the
meaningfulness of the results. Of course, since other important variables will not be
controlled within the analysis, these separate ANOVAs are not meant to provide a
comprehensive understanding of group differences in the extent to which students
embrace a customer orientation towards the education. However, these results will be
helpful in that practitioners of higher education rarely have information on all of the
independent variables included in the analysis, but would still like to make informed
decisions in their day-to-day actions. By analyzing basic differences in single groups, I
aim to offer a simple exploration that may be used by practitioners and scholars alike.
An Analysis Dilemma
When determining which method of analysis I was to use to examine more
comprehensively for differences in the extent to which students express a customer
orientation, I quickly realized I was facing a dilemma. I wanted to adhere to all of the
assumptions required for whichever analysis I was to conduct, but this became
impossible to do. The appropriate statistical method used to analyzing the ways in which
a continuous dependent variable varies with respect to different categorical groups the
appropriate is factorial ANOVA (Mertler & Vannatta, 2002). However, researchers are
cautioned against including too many independent variables in their factorial ANOVA, as
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the results get increasingly difficult to interpret (Newton & Rudestam, 1999). I have 10
independent variables in my analysis, which far exceeds the recommended maximum of
four variables in a factorial ANOVA (Mertler & Vannatta, 2002). If statistically
significant interactions effects emerge from my analysis, I would need to make sense of
10-way interactions, an almost impossible feat to accomplish. While the factorial
ANOVA may be the proper statistical test to perform given the nature of my data, the
lack of any potential to interpret meaningfully the results suggests that the test, while in a
strict sense appropriate, would provide little help in answering my research questions.
After removing factorial ANOVA from consideration, my next best option was
multiple regression analysis. However, my data were not perfectly suitable for this type
of analysis. Specifically, my dependent variable was not truly continuous, and I had
mostly categorical independent variables. The only continuous variables I would be
including were the raw scores on the CIRP constructs, but these are severely truncated on
both ends. Multiple regression analysis requires a continuous dependent variable and
continuous independent variables, though categorical variables can be dummy coded and
included in the analysis (Newton & Rudestam, 1999). While multiple regression analysis
often includes dummy variables, my regression equation would be predominately
comprised of dummy variables. In reviewing research articles that used multiple
regression analysis, I could not find any that were similar to mine in the percentage of
independent variables that were dummy coded. While it is theoretically possible to
conduct a multiple regression analysis with a high percentage of dummy variables
(Hardy, 1993), it appeared to be rarely done.
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I was faced with a dilemma: factorial ANOVA was the appropriate test, but its
results would very likely be uninterpretable and provide little help in answering my
research question, but in conducting multiple regression analysis, my other option, would
require me to violate a number of the test’s assumptions. In searching for advice as to
this situation, I was fortunate to be able to meet with Dr. Ronald K. Hambleton (personal
interview, December 12, 2010), one of the world's leading scholars on educational
research methodologies and testing. In his view, the factorial ANOVA was not a real
option, as the point of conducting a test is to be able to have usable results, and this was
not possible with the factorial ANOVA. Regarding multiple regression, he thought that
the violations I would be committing with regard to the test’s assumption would not lead
to compromised results. Further, in his experience, researchers often violate the
assumptions of statistical tests, particularly in education research whose data are rarely
consistent with that of which the tests were created to analyze. Since there are no better
options to analyze quantitative data aside from these statistical procedures, it is better to
violate some of the assumptions and interpret the results with a critical eye than to forego
any analysis. With this in mind, I decided to use multiple regression analysis to
investigate group differences in the extent to which entering first-year students express a
customer orientation towards their education.
Multiple Regression Analysis
After determining to conduct a multiple regression analysis, I had a number of
additional choices to make. First off, I had to determine how I was to dummy code the
categorical independent variables, most importantly of which involves selecting a
reference group. Dummy coding involves transforming categorical data into interval
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data, by giving a value of “1” to those who contain the quality under investigation and
“0” to those who do not. For dichotomous categorical variables, such as gender or firstgeneration status, only one dummy variable must be created. When more than two
groups are present, the researcher must create n-1 dummy variables, with n being the
number of groups within the variable (Lewis-Beck, 1982). For instance, the political
views variable has three groups, far left/liberal, middle-of-the-road, and far
right/conservative. This requires two dummy variables to be created.
The next choice to be made is what particular version of multiple regression
analysis will be used. I wanted to keep my analysis as accessible as possible, and while
logit and probit methods have their advantages, I choose a relatively basic version:
hierarchical multiple regression. In hierarchical multiple regression, the researcher
examines the influence of the independent variables in a specific order (Mertler &
Vannatta, 2002). I have conceptualized my independent variables in two groups,
demographic characteristics over which the students has little control, and particular
beliefs and planned behaviors, over which the student can yield substantial agency.
These different groups lend themselves well to hierarchical multiple regression, as it
would be interesting to examine first the influence of the demographic characteristics and
then add the influence of the beliefs and behaviors to the model.
Lastly, there are the issues of missing data and meeting the assumptions of the
regression analysis. There will be no missing data on my dependent variable, as I have
only included cases in which the respondent completed all 19 institutional-specific items
and have created a scale and subsequent factor score from them. There are, however,
instances of missing data on the independent variables. Given the large sample size of
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my data, I choose to use listwise deletion, as it is the most conservative method to handle
missing data and it will not results in any meaningful loss of cases or statistical power
(Mertler & Vannatta, 2002). With regard to the test’s assumptions, tolerance statistics
will be used to ensure multicollinearity is not present within the data, the Durbin-Watson
test statistic will be examined to determine the independence of errors, residual plots will
be examined to determine that errors are random, and a histogram of standardized
residuals will be examined to ensure errors are normally distributed.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Introduction
This chapter reports the results of the various data analyses, and discusses the
findings in light of the research questions. The chapter begins with an analysis of
national CIRP Freshman Survey data from 1972 -2009, investigating changes in
responses to two items: (a) the importance of developing a meaningful philosophy of life,
and (b) the importance of being very well off financially, by institutional type,
public/private status, and selectivity level. Following the investigation of national CIRP
Freshman Survey data is an analysis of the same items from UMass Amherst CIRP
Freshman Survey data from 1971 – 2009. These data are broken down by sex, race,
planned academic major, first-generation status, and level of concern about finances. The
investigation then shifts to an analysis of the institutional-specific items on the 2010
CIRP Freshman Survey at UMass Amherst, items that were designed to measure aspects
of a customer orientation towards education. Individual item means and standard
deviations are presented and discussed, with particularly interesting results receiving
specific attention. Next are the results of a factor analysis conducted on the previously
described items. The number of factors retained, interpretation of factor scores, measures
of internal consistency, and the calculation of factor scores are presented and discussed.
The factor scores derived from this analysis are the basis for the next section of this
chapter, which presents the results of a series of one-way ANOVAs. Independent
variables investigated include: sex, race, first-generation status, level of concern about
financing one’s education, level of agreement that the current economic situation
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significantly affected the student’s college choice, planned academic major, political
views, and the Cooperative Institutional Research Program constructs of pluralistic
orientation, social agency, and likelihood of college involvement. These tests attempt to
determine differences in the extent to which various groups of students express a
customer orientation. Importantly, these analyses do not attempt to provide a
comprehensive understanding of group differences, but only a practical exploration of
basic group differences. Such a comprehensive understanding is provided in the
following section of this chapter, which describes the results of a hierarchical multiple
regression in which the factor scores derived from the factor analysis serve as the
dependent variable. Independent variables are the same as those included in the ANOVA
analysis. Finally, this chapter will conclude with a summary of all results and findings.
National CIRP Data, 1972-2009
As discussed in Chapter 3, an examination of the annual reports from the
Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP) can help expose a shift that has
occurred regarding entering students’ goals and motivations to be more congruent with
free-market logic. The two items under investigation, (a) the importance of developing a
meaningful philosophy of life and (b) the importance of being very well off financially,
can be characterized as being on opposite ends of the free-market logic spectrum, with a
meaningful philosophy of life being antithetical to free-market logic and being very well
off financially being congruent with such a logic. While these items are not exact
measures of free-market logic, the goal of being very well off financially can be
understood as congruent with free-market logic and the goal of developing a meaningful
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philosophy of life, can be understood as antithetical to such logic as it has no monetary
value.
Overall Results
As seen in Table 4.1, in 1972 developing a meaningful philosophy of life was
incoming students’ widely reported by students as an important goal, with 70.8% of
students indicating that it was essential or very important. In contrast, as shown in Table
4.2, being well off financially was an essential or very important goal of only 41.2% of
students. By 2009, these two variables had virtually traded positions, with 78.1% of
students responding that being well off financially was essential or very important and
only 48% indicating that developing a meaningful philosophy was essential or very
important. From 1972 to 2009, the percentage of students who reported that being very
off financially as either essential or very important increased by 37 percentage points.
During this same period, the portion of students who reported developing a meaningful
philosophy of life as either essential or very important decreased by 23 percentage points.
As shown in Figure 1, these changes began in the mid-1970s and peaked in the late
1980s, which corresponds to the rise of neoliberalism and the accompanying prominence
of free-market logic. Further, students’ responses concerning the importance of being
very well off financially since neoliberalism has been the dominant ideology are
extremely consistent, remaining within ±3 percentage points from 1986 to 2009.
It would be premature to claim that students have increasingly adopted freemarket logic with regard to their educational goals and motivations on two items from the
CIRP Freshman survey, the magnitude of the shift in students’ responses suggests that
students have a fundamentally different approach towards their education in 2009 than
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they did in 1972. Further, the nature of the shifts suggests that students have embraced a
key aspect of free-market logic, the desire to be wealthy. The fact that the most dramatic
shift in students’ responses occurred during the rise of neoliberalism and has maintained
consistency throughout the reign of neoliberalism further suggests that the shift may be
influenced by neoliberal ideology.
This dissertation is not the first study to examine changes in students’ responses
to these two items on the CIRP Freshman Survey. As discussed in Chapter 2, Astin
(1998) examined aggregated students’ responses to the CIRP Freshman Survey from
1966 to 1996 and found the changes in responses to these items were the most dramatic
and consistent of all items on the CIRP Freshman Survey instrument. Similar to this
study, he describes how the shift began in the early 1970s, continued until peaking in the
late 1980s, and had been consistent from that point to the mid-1990s. However, instead
of connecting these results to the rise of neoliberalism, he instead attributed it to
increased television viewing habits of young people. In a fairly elaborate argument,
Astin traces increased expected television watching patterns from the 1950s through the
1980s, asserts that the general message on television is by definition materialistic, and
concludes that more time watching television leads to greater materialistic values. These
materialistic values, created by watching television, are then alleged to have led to the
increased percentage of students who view being very well off financially as essential or
very important.
In this argument, Astin mistakes a symptom (increased television watching) with
the actual disease (an increasingly materialistic society). He insinuates that increased
television watching causes materialism, not that television viewing may be a symptom of
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an already increasingly materialistic culture. Of course, increased watching may
reinforce a materialist approach to the world, but to intimate that this approach is caused
by increased television viewing seems quite misguided. It would be more appropriate to
suggest that the increased materialism was a result of a meaningful shift that had occurred
in American society, and one of the results of this shift has been seen in the changing
television viewing patterns of children and young adults. Giving credence to this
alternate understanding is the fact that neoliberalism began to overtake Keynesianism as
the dominant socio-economic ideology in the United States beginning in the early 1970s
and was firmly established by the last 1980s, Further, a central tenet of neoliberal
ideology is free-market logic, and an essential aspect of this logic is an intense focus on
materialism. As such, it would be more accurate to understand changes in students’ goals
and motivations not as a response to increased television viewing, but as a byproduct of a
shift in the governing logic of American society.
Importantly, when Astin identifies the source of the change in entering college
students’ goals and motivations as increased television viewing, the solution to reverting
their goals back to ones focused on the intrinsic rewards of education becomes simply to
turn off the television. This solution demonstrates how vastly oversimplified Astin’s
understanding of the forces leading to the observed changes in students’ responses to the
CIRP Freshman Survey. Further, it works to distract attention from the more likely force
responsible for the fundamental shift in students’ goals and motivations: neoliberal
ideology. As discussed in Chapter 2, one of the ways in which ideologies are
promulgated is through obfuscating their impacts, and Astin’s work does just this. While
Astin helps identify consumerism as a potential negative force on college students, by
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claiming the cause of consumerism is television watching, he implicitly reinforces
neoliberal ideology.
Lastly, one may argue that students’ responses are not reflections of a new
socioeconomic ideology, but are only natural responses to difficult economic times.
After all, changes in students’ responses began in the early 1970s, which was a time of
great fiscal difficulties and possible economic depression. These economic hardships
continued through the 1980s, and current responses may simply reflect the ways in which
the United States has been in the worst recession since the Great Depression. However,
if this explanation were true, one would see substantial reversal of the response trends
during times of economic prosperity (such as much of the 1990s). Yet, as shown by
Figures 1 through 11, no such reversal was ever apparent. As such, students’ responses
cannot be understood simply as responses to changing material conditions.
If neoliberal ideology is a source of the shift in students’ goals and motivations
from what could be described as antithetical to free-market logic to being congruent with
it, it would be erroneous to assume the ideology has exerted a homogenous effect on all
students at all institutions. In fact, using the framework provided by Naidoo and
Jamieson (2005), one would expect to find differences in the extent to which neoliberal
ideology has been manifested in students at different institutions. Such an uneven impact
is not visible within the aggregate national data, but may be exposed when the national
data are analyzed by institutional type, public or private status, and selectivity level. This
is not to assume that students at institutions within these vast categories are homogenous,
but only that examining students’ responses concerning their goals and motivations by
institutional characteristics may reveal meaningful differences between institutional
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types. Importantly, this does assume a dialectical relationship between students and their
institutions, with students both shaping and being shaped by the extent to which their
institution embraces neoliberal ideology.
Institutional Type and Public/Private Status
As Table 4.2 indicates, from 1972 to 2009 the percentage of students responding
that being very well off financially is essential or very important increased substantially
for both four-year colleges (from 39.2% to 77.7%) and for universities (38.0% to 78.8%).
Similar changes occurred when these institutional types are broken down into public and
private institutions (see Table 4.2), with students attending four-year colleges, four-year
universities, and both public and private institutions within these general categories
having an increase of at least 35 percentage points in the percentage of students reporting
being very well off financially as essential or very important. Concurrently, the
percentage of students responding that developing a meaningful philosophy of life is
essential or very important decreased substantially, with a change in percent of -27.7 in
four-year colleges and -25.3 in universities (see Table 4.1). Also shown in Table 4.2 are
the consistent decreases when the data are broken down by public and private status.
Similar to overall changes, and as demonstrated by Figures 2 (institutional type), 3 (fouryear college public/private status), and 4 (university public/private status), changes within
each institutional type occurred most dramatically from 1975 to 1988, corresponding with
the rise of neoliberalism, and have maintained substantial consistency throughout the
reign of neoliberalism. Additionally, these graphs show relatively parallel changes
amongst institutional types and public/private status, suggesting similar changes within
these institutional characteristics.

122

The analysis of the CIRP Freshman survey items by institutional type and
public/private status shows the consistency of changes in students’ responses concerning
the importance of developing a meaningful philosophy of life and being very well off
financially. With regard to being very well off financially, each institutional grouping
saw similarly substantial increases, ranging from 35 to 42 percentage points. Similarly,
each institutional group saw its students decreasingly report that developing a meaningful
philosophy of life as either essential or very important, ranging from -22 to -28
percentage points. The similar magnitude of changes suggests that the differences that
existed in 1972 were relatively the same size in 2009.
What is immediately clear from this examination, other than the consistency with
which the differences have been maintained, is the small magnitude of almost all the
differences. The largest difference in students’ responses was found by university type,
with students at private universities reporting developing a meaningful philosophy of life
as either essential or very important 8.1 percentage points more than do their public
university counterparts. All other differences by institutional type and public or private
status ranged from 1 to 5.9 percentage points. The small size of the differences suggests
that while they do exist, they may not be extremely meaningful. This finding is to be
expected, as one would not expect to find meaningful differences between the goals and
motivations of entering students by these institutional characteristics (i.e. would not
expect students who are enrolling in a four-year college to be meaningfully different from
those enrolling at a university).
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Selectivity Level
While students in different institutional types (four-year college and university)
and public/private statuses do not appear to have meaningfully different extents to which
they report developing a meaningful philosophy of life and being very well off
financially as essential or very important, meaningful differences do seem to exist by
institutional selectivity level10. As shown in Table 4.1, in 1974, the percentage of
students who reported developing a meaningful philosophy of life as either essential or
very important was fairly uniform across selectivity levels at four-year nonsectarian
private colleges, ranging from 72.1% to 75.9%. By 2009, low, medium, and highly
selective four-year private nonsectarian colleges saw similar shifts in the size of change
in student responses to this item, ranging from -24.8 to -27.3 percentage points. Very
highly selective colleges were markedly different, seeing a decrease of only 14.3
percentage points. Almost 62% of students at these institutions reported developing a
meaningful philosophy of life as either essential or very important in 2009, 13 percentage
points greater than the next largest group. Public four-year colleges did not show
meaningful differences across selectivity levels11.

10

Unfortunately, CIRP only reported university selectivity level by sex until 2007,
making it impossible to differentiate the impact of institutional selectivity level from the impact
of sex. CIRP does provide aggregate data for four-year private nonsectarian colleges. As such,
only four-year private nonsectarian colleges will be discussed with regard to institutional
selectivity. Additionally, CIRP did not report aggregate private college data until 1984. Since
religion may be a confounding variable with regard to students’ goals and motivations, I chose to
focus on private nonsectarian colleges.
11
CIRP does not report a “very high” selectivity group for public four-year colleges. As
such, the lack of meaningful differences within public-four year colleges may be due to overlybroad selectivity categories. If a very high selectivity category was provided, similar differences
as those found by four-year private nonsectarian selectivity levels may be seen.
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Even more striking than data concerning the importance of developing a
meaningful philosophy of life are the data concerning the importance of being very well
off financially. In 1974, only 31.2% of students at very highly selective four-year private
nonsectarian colleges reported this goal as being essential or very important, while 44.1%
of students at low selective colleges reported it as such. In 2009, 83.1% of students at
low selective four-year private nonsectarian colleges reported being very well off
financially as either essential or very important, while only 60.2% of their counterparts at
very highly selective colleges did so. The initial 13-percentage point difference in 1974
expanded to a 23 percentage point difference in 2009, far beyond the size of any existing
difference within institutional types or public/private statuses12. Four-year public college
students have a similar response pattern, with 76.2% of students in the most selective
institutions reporting being very well off financially as essential or very important, and
84.6% from institutions in the lowest selectivity group reporting it as such. This 8.4
percentage point difference between high and low public college selectivity levels is
almost identical to the difference between high and low private nonsectarian colleges,
which is 8.6 percentage points.
The sizable differences in students’ responses to the two items under investigation
may be attributed to the demographic characteristics of the students within institutions of
different selectivity levels. Using data from national samples of entering college
freshmen, Astin and Oseguera (2004) have shown substantial socioeconomic inequities in
who gains access to the most selective colleges and universities in the United States, with
12

CIRP reports public college selectivity as low, medium, or high, while reporting
private college selectivity as low, medium, high, and very high. Without a very high selective
category for public colleges, it is impossible to make comparisons across selectivity levels for
public and private institutions.
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those enrolling in the most elite colleges being overwhelmingly from the highest
socioeconomic classes. Further, as Peter Sacks (2007) describes, students who attend the
least selective are disproportionately from the lower economic classes. These inequities
have increased from 1972 to 2002, meaning that higher education in the United States is
more socioeconomically stratified in the early 21st century than at any time in the
preceding thirty years (Astin & Oseguera, 2004). The results of this dissertation
demonstrate that as higher education in the United States became increasingly
socioeconomically stratified, the gap between students at very highly selective colleges
and those attending low selectivity colleges in the extent to which students’ report being
very well off financially as essential or very important also increased. Such results
suggest that students’ goals and motivations may be meaningfully influenced by their
socioeconomic status. Moreover, when these goals are understood in relation to freemarket logic, the results suggest that students from lower socioeconomic classes embrace
free-market logic to a greater extent than those from high socioeconomic classes.
As Wolff (2009) describes, individuals from lower economic classes are rarely
able to move to higher economic classes, and those from high economic classes almost
always maintain their position within the class hierarchy. Adding Wolff’s analysis to the
work of Astin and Oseguera (2004) and Sacks (2007), the results of this investigation
suggest that the students who are least likely to realize the goal of being very well off
financially are those who report it as essential or very important to the greatest extent.
Conversely, the students who most likely will be very well off financially are least likely
to report it as essential or very important. As discussed in Chapter 2, for an ideology to
maintain its dominant position, it must be embraced by those who do not benefit from the
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outcomes of its implementation. Results from this investigation appear to demonstrate
that data on students’ goals and motivations provide one example where individuals from
low socioeconomic classes who as a whole do not benefit from neoliberalism are the
chief supporters of free-market ideology. Interestingly, students who are from the class
that benefits the most as a result of neoliberal policies and practices appear to express this
central aspect of its ideology the least. It may be that these students’ future wealth is
quite secure and largely expected, making the goal of being very well off financially not
very important.
Uneven Impact
The varying extents to which students at institutions with differing levels of
selectivity supports the hypotheses presented by Naidoo and Jamieson (2005), which
were discussed in Chapter 2. They suggested that because of the introduction of
neoliberal ideology, and particularly free-market logic, into higher education, educational
processes have been transformed into commercial process. Correspondingly, the goals of
education have come to reinforce the exchange-value of education as opposed to its
intrinsic use-value. Their assertion is supported by the results of this investigation, which
shows that students express extrinsic goals concerning their education to a far greater
extent that intrinsic goals.
More importantly, Naidoo and Jamieson (2005) hypothesized that the extent to
which free-market logic (they particularly address consumerism) will impact higher
education will differ by institutional sectors. They suggest that the level of impact will be
determined by the extent of financial, reputational, and academic capital within the
institution, with those in the upper echelon of colleges and universities being able to use
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their capital to conserve their academic principles and those without such means being
vulnerable to the effects of the consumerist movement in higher education. The results of
this investigation support their hypothesis, as students at very highly selective
institutions, which have enormous amounts of financial, academic, and reputational
capital, do not embrace the extrinsic goals associated with education nearly to the same
extent as their counterparts attending low selective institutions that are substantially
lacking in capital.
Given that the students in this investigation have not had any college experiences,
it may be that the capital reserves of the very highly selective institutions may affect the
goals, beliefs, and planned behaviors of students even before they are meaningful
members of the campus community. Additionally, it may be that the same framework
used by Naidoo and Jamieson to discuss the uneven levels of consumerism within
education, namely that the extent to which free-market logic impacts colleges and
universities is determined by their institutional capital, can be extended from explaining
differences by institutional type to explaining differences within groups of students.
Similar to the conclusions derived from examining the work of Astin and Oseguera
(2004) and Sacks (2007), extending Naidoo and Jamieson’s logic in this manner would
suggest that the extent to which they express a consumerist or free-market approach to
education is inversely related to the level of available family capital. Just as institutions
with greater levels of capital are able to use it in ways that shelter them from the negative
impacts of free-market logic, it may be that individuals with greater amounts of available
capital are able to use this to shield themselves from the effects of the extension of freemarket logic into higher education. Such a conclusion would suggest that mainly the
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privileged are the ones not to be severely affected by the impact of neoliberal ideology,
an ideology from which they reap sizable benefits.
Summary
The analysis of national CIRP Freshman Survey data from 1972-2009
demonstrates remarkably consistent shifts in the importance students express concerning
being very well off financially and developing a meaningful philosophy of life. The goal
of being very well off financially can be understood as congruent with neoliberal
ideology, in which all things are defined by free-market logic and the goal of all action is
to increase wealth. Developing a meaningful philosophy of life, on the other hand, can
be viewed as antithetical to neoliberal ideology, as it has no monetary value and as such
is an irrational end to pursue. Importantly, the shift in students’ responses to these items
was most dramatic from 1972-1988, which corresponds to the rise of neoliberalism.
Further, since 1988, students’ responses regarding the importance of being very well off
financially have been extremely consistent, corresponding to the reign of neoliberalism as
the dominant ideology in the United States. When the aggregate national data are broken
down by institutional type and public or private status, these trends are maintained,
though the differences in students’ responses to these items between institutional types
are quite small and most likely not very meaningful. However, when the data are
disaggregated by institutional selectivity level, substantial differences are seen. This may
be because students at four-year colleges are not meaningfully different from those at
universities, nor are students at private institutions much different from those at public
ones. However, students who attend very highly selective institutions are meaningfully
different in a number of ways from their counterparts at low selective institutions. If the
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institutional type category included liberal arts colleges, research universities, or other
potentially more meaningfully different institutional types in which one would expect to
find differences between their students, similar differences as those found by selectivity
level might be revealed. Examining responses by student demographic characteristics at
a single institution may help reveal the source of differences within institutional
characteristics.
UMass Amherst CIRP Freshman Survey Data: 1971 – 2009
Identical to the examination of national CIRP Freshman Survey data, this
institutional-based examination focuses on the same two items: (a) the importance of
developing a meaningful philosophy of life, and (b) the importance of being very well off
financially. As shown in Figure 5, the overall changes in students’ responses to these
items were similar to those found in the national data, with the most dramatic shift
occurring from the early 1970s to mid-1980s, followed by a twenty-year period of
relative stability. Interestingly, in 1972, students’ responses concerning the importance
of developing a meaningful philosophy of life (Table 4.3) and being very well off
financially (Table 4.4) differed substantially from the national and public university
aggregate student responses. UMass Amherst has long been considered a “liberal”
university with correspondingly left-leaning students, which may help explain why in
1972 a greater percentage of students at the institution (78.3%) reported that developing a
meaningful philosophy of life as either essential or very important compared to the
national (70.8%) and public university aggregated responses (74.4%). A more leftleaning student body could also explain why in 1972 a lower percentage of students at
UMass Amherst (30.1%) reported that being well off financially as essential or very
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important compared to both the national (41.2%) and public university (37.6%)
aggregated data. However, by 2009, UMass Amherst students’ responses were almost
identical to the aggregated public university student data and differed by -1.4 percentage
points with regard to the importance of developing a meaningful philosophy of life as
essential or very important and -0.5 percentage points with regard to the importance of
being very well off financially. The magnitudes of current differences are extremely
small, but when compared to the more substantial differences that existed in 1972, the
data show that the shift in responses for students at UMass Amherst has been more
drastic than that for the aggregated public university student population.
Sex
In both 1971 and in 2009, a larger percentage of women reported developing a
meaningful philosophy of life as either essential or very important than did men (see
Table 4.3). Further, throughout this time, more men than women reported being very
well off financially as either essential or very important (see Table 4.4). Interestingly, the
gaps between men and women for both of these items shrank considerably over the past
four decades. With regard to the importance of developing a meaningful philosophy of
life, what was a statistically significant 9.9 percentage point difference in 1971 became a
significant difference of 5.3 percentage points in 200913. The narrowing of the sex gap
was substantially more dramatic concerning the importance of being very well off
financially, where a 21.5 percentage point difference in 1971 was only 5.8 percentage
points in 2009. Overall, this change is quite substantial, as from 1971 to 2009 the
13

The differences between men and women’s responses to both items were statistically
significant at the p < .001 level in both 1971 and 2009. However, with regard to being very well
off financially, differences were not significant at this level in 1983, 1984, 1995, 1999, or 20022008. With regard to developing a meaningful philosophy of life, differences were not significant
in 1975, 1980-1992, or 1994-2008.
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percentage of women who reported being very well off financially as either essential or
very important increased by 56.9 percentage points. The change for men is similarly
dramatic, with a difference of 41.2 percentage points. Additionally, as shown in Figure
6, changes in men and women’s responses appear to mirror each other over the past four
decades.
The differing magnitudes of these changes suggest that changes have been more
powerful within women than men, and also suggest the sex gap with regard to differing
extents of intrinsic and extrinsic motivations may be narrowing. Given that free-market
logic is intimately connected with extrinsic goals, the substantial increase in the extents to
which both men and women express the importance of being very well off financially
suggests that both sexes have increasingly embraced a central aspect of free-market logic.
The narrowing of the sex gap is consistent with the emergence of neoliberalism as the
dominant ideology, as this ideology promulgates an approach to the world in which
everyone is motivated by increasing personal wealth and does not differentiate the extent
of this desire by sex14. Such a view is confirmed by the fact that statistically significant
differences have not existed in consecutive years since 1998 for being very well off
financially and since 1979 for developing a meaningful philosophy of life.
Race
Due to the overwhelming White majority at UMass Amherst in the 1970s and
1980s in which White students comprised over 90% of the population (Heather Young,
UMass OIR, personal communication, January 3, 2011), examining changes in students’
14

This is not to say that sex roles are eliminated within a neoliberal world, but only that
neoliberal ideology assumes that all people will have (and are motivated by) the same desire for
wealth. The relationship between neoliberal ideology and sex, and the ways in which it differs
from the relationship of Keynesian ideology and sex, is far too complex to be adequately address
in this dissertation.
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responses to the items by race will not provide meaningful results. What can be
discussed with regard to race are the percentage of White and non-White students who
report each item as essential or very important in the 200915 CIRP Freshman Survey. As
shown in Table 4.3, responses that developing a meaningful philosophy of life was
essential or very important are virtually identical for White students (45.5%) and nonWhite students (44.8%). Interestingly, this is not the case with regard to the importance
of being very well off financially. As shown in Table 4.4, over 85% of non-White
students report this item as essential or very important, while 79.1% of White students
report it as such. The statistically significant difference16 in responses concerning the
importance of being very well off financially of 6.6 percentage points by race is larger
than the difference by sex, which was 5.8 percentage points. Similar to changes by sex,
shifts in response for both White students and non-White students have been quite
consistent (see Figure 7).
This result suggests that the goals and motivations of White students and nonWhite students may be different with regard to the importance of extrinsic goals such as
being very well off financially, though given such few years with statistically significant
differences between these groups, this finding may not be meaningful. Further, given the
overwhelmingly White majority of students and the corresponding need to group all nonWhite students into a single category, not much should be read into these data. At most,
15

These data include only those who respond to the race item on the CIRP Freshman
Survey. In 2009, 14.9% of students reported being a race other than White. However, and
additional 3.2% of students did not respond to the item. Previous institutional research suggests
that the overwhelming majority of these students are White, suggesting that 14.9% is an inflated
estimate of the percentage of non-White students at the University.
16
There were no statistically significant differences concerning the importance of
developing a meaningful philosophy of life from 1971-2009. With regard to the importance of
being very well off financially, significant differences only existed in 1972, 1985, 1993, 19951999, 2003-2004, and 2006-2009.

133

the data suggest that race may be a complicating factor in understanding the goals and
motivations of college students, but the nature of the effect of race on these phenomena
cannot be understood through this extremely oversimplified examination.
Planned Academic Major Area
Not surprisingly, the largest differences with regard to students’ responses to the
two survey items under investigation are found by planned academic major area. As
shown in Table 4.3, in 1971, 86.0% of students who planned to major in the Humanities
and Fine Arts reported developing a meaningful philosophy of life as essential or very
important, compared to 60.9% of those planning to major in a discipline within the
School of Management. In 2009, these percentages were reduced to 58.4% and 39.8%
respectively, representing a narrowing of the gap from 25.1 percentage points to 18.6
percentage points. A similarly substantial yet narrowing gap is found with regard to the
extent to which these students report the importance of being very well off financially as
essential of very important (see Table 4.4). In 1971, less than one-quarter (23.4%) of
students who planned to major in disciplines within the Humanities and Fine Arts
reported it as essential or very important, compared to 64.5% of those planned to enter
the School of Management. By 2009, 89% of students planning to major in areas within
the School of Management reported being very well off financially as essential or very
important, with 58.6% of those intending on entering the Humanities and Fine Arts
reporting it as such. For every year included in this analysis, statistically significant
differences exist between the two groups for both items. While the magnitude of the
differences is far greater than those found by sex or race, the consistency of changes is
quite similar to the previously discussed demographic characteristics (see Figure 8).
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Since it can be reasonably expected that students’ choice of major is informed by
their goals and motivations, and since the content of courses, expected careers, and
expected monetary outcomes of majors in the Humanities and Fine Arts and those in the
School of Management are quite different, it comes as no shock that students who plan to
enter the School of Management think it is important to be very well off financially, nor
that students who plan to major in disciplines within the Humanities and Fine Arts to
think this to a lesser extent. However, the fact that over half of the students who plan to
enter the Humanities and Fine Arts report that being very well off financially as either
essential or very important is peculiar given that these academic areas are not well known
for their potential to lead to wealthy careers. It also must be noted that while students
planning on entering the Humanities and Fine Arts saw a larger increase in the percentage
reporting being very well off financially as essential or very important than students
planning to enter the School of Management, this is likely due to a ceiling effect for SOM
students.
First-Generation Status
Institutional CIRP Freshman Survey data were also analyzed by first-generation
status. Interestingly, in 1971, virtually no differences existed between first-generation
students and non-first-generation students with respect to the items under investigation.
At this time, 78.0% of first-generation students reported developing a meaningful
philosophy of life as either essential or very important (see Table 4.3), while 79.5% of
non-first-generation students reported it as such. Similarly, and as shown in Table 4.4,
31.1% of first-generation students reported being very well off financially as either
essential or very important, compared to 31.8% of their non-first generation counterparts.
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Differences began to emerge in the late 1980s (see Figure 9), and by 2009, non-firstgeneration students reported developing a meaningful philosophy of life as either
essential or very important 6.6 percentage points greater than first-generation students.
However, at no time were these differences statistically significant. In contrast, with
regard to being very well off financially, significant differences began to emerge in 2005,
and by 2009 first-generation students reported it as either essential or very important 6.1
percentage points more than did non-first-generation students.
Since first-generation status has been shown to significantly affect students
educational expectations, enrollment decisions, and a variety of educational choices
(Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005), it was surprising that statistically significant differences
did not exist between first-generation students and non-first generation students until
2004. Of course, the broad category of “non-first-generation” includes students whose
parents have taken one college course and those whose parents have terminal degrees,
which may help to explain the lack of significant differences. The results may be
different if the data were examined by level of academic degree earned. However, one
must remember that statistically significant results are not always the most important
results. In this case, the finding that there were no statistically significant differences by
students’ first-generation status until 2004 is quite important, as previous research has
demonstrated that this characteristic is a powerful influence of a variety of student beliefs
and behaviors. This analysis suggests that students’ specific goals and motivations may
be one area in which first-generation status does not exude such an influence.
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Concern about Finances
Scholars often discuss the ways in which students’ ability to pay for their college
education influences a variety of educational decisions (McDonough, 1997, Sacks, 2007),
and often forces students to have to work while in college, which further influences their
educational decisions and behaviors (Astin, 1998, Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). With
regard to students at UMass Amherst, level of concern about being able to finance their
education does not seem to influence meaningfully their educational goals. With regard
to the importance of being very well off financially, one may have expected students who
have major concerns about being able to have enough money to complete college to rate
this goal as essential or very important to a greater higher percentage than those who do
not have such substantial concerns. In 1971, the opposite of this expectation was true
(see Table 4.4), with 29.7% of students with major concerns reporting being very well off
financially as essential or very important, compared to 30.4% of students with some
concern and 33.9% with no concerns about being able to finance their education, though
these differences were not statistically significant. Similarly, as shown in Table 4.3,
students with major concerns about being able to finance their education reported
developing a meaningful philosophy of life as essential or very important to the greatest
extent (82.0%), followed by students with some concern (79.9%) and lastly students with
no such concerns (75.1), again with the differences not being statistically significant. The
ordering of group responses remained the same from 1971 to 2009 with regard to the
importance of developing a meaningful philosophy of life (see Figure 10), but was altered
concerning being very well off financially. Students with no or some concerns reported
being very well off financially as essential or very important at almost identical rates
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(78.8% and 78.6% respectively). Students with major concerns now reported it in this
manner to the greatest extent, with 85.0% reporting it as such. Again, these differences,
while interesting, were not statistically significant. In fact, statistically significant
differences by level of financial concern for the importance of being very well off
financially have not existed since 198817, and have not existed since 198018 with regard
to developing a meaningful philosophy of life.
While one may assume students’ educational goals are influenced by the extent to
which they are concerned about being able to finance their education, the results of this
analysis suggest such an influence does not exist. This is not to imply that students’
financial conditions do not influence their goals and motivations, as there is no evidence
to suggest students’ responses regarding their concern to be able to finance their
education are related to their socioeconomic class status. Students from the lowest socioeconomic class may be awarded need-based aid and therefore not have major concerns
about being able to finance their education. More often, students from lower classes may
incur substantial amount of educational loan debt or work part-time (or increasingly fulltime) in order to finance their education, which alleviates their concern for financing
their education. In such cases, students’ responses would be identical with their peers
from the highest SES classes who do not have to incur any debt or work-for-pay during
their college experience. The results of this analysis only suggest that the level of
concern about financing one’s education does not influence students’ educational goals.

17

1988.

18

Statistically significant results were found only in 1977, 1979, 1980, 1981, 1987, and
Statistically significant results were found only in 1973 and 1980.
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Summary
The examination of UMass Amherst CIRP Freshman Survey data from 1971 to
2009 has shown a fundamental shift in the extent to which students report the importance
of developing a meaningful philosophy of life and of being very well off financially. Of
course, these single items cannot fully capture students’ goals and motivations and do not
directly correspond to free-market logic. However, being very well off financially can be
understood as an expression of a central aspect of free-market logic; the individual as a
rational economic actor whose actions are focused on enhancing personal wealth.
Developing a meaningful philosophy of life can similarly be understood as the negation
of the idea that individuals’ actions are always determined by a crude economic
rationality. Further, both of these items can be viewed in relation to free-market
ideology, with the goal of being very well off financially consistent with this ideology,
and developing a meaningful philosophy of life being antithetical to it. When viewed as
such, the data suggest that students increasingly expressed beliefs consistent with freemarket ideology beginning with the rise of neoliberalism, while simultaneously
decreasing the extent to which they express beliefs counter to this ideology. Further,
students’ responses to these items have maintained relatively consistency throughout the
reign of neoliberalism, which further supports the idea that neoliberal ideology may be
influencing students’ goals and motivations.
Some may argue that the observed changes are a result of different students
entering the institution, and can point to the increase in enrollments and changing
demographics to support their claim. However, as shown in Table 4.5, the demographics
of the institution with regard to the characteristics used in this analysis have remained
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fairly consistent. The changes that have occurred are a fraction of the magnitude of the
changes in students’ responses to these items over the same period of time. It may be
true that the demographic characteristics used here are not meaningful factors in shaping
students goals and motivations, and if I explored changes in SAT scores, GPA, political
orientation, family income, or other characteristics, I would find substantial changes.
Unfortunately, CIRP data on SAT scores is largely flawed and often missing, as is true
with regard to parental income. Using GPA as an indicator becomes problematic given
that one cannot assume consistency across high schools in the way grades are determined.
As such, it is unclear what, if anything, GPA would represent. Political orientation would
have been an interesting characteristic to investigate, but since the political spectrum is
largely relative, and the views that can be attributed to “conservative,” “middle-of-theroad,” or “liberal” categories are often in flux, it would be difficult to interpret the
changing relationship between students expressed political orientation and their goals and
motivations.
With the exception of planned college major, few statistically significant
differences existed between the groups included in this analysis. With regard to the
importance of being very well off financially, while gender, race, and first-generation
status all had statistically significant differences in 2009, no such differences existed
throughout most of the years investigated. This finding is even more pronounced with
the importance of developing a meaningful philosophy of life, in which only a handful of
years demonstrated statistically significant differences between groups. The lack of
statistically significant differences was surprising, as each of the variables included in the
analysis have been shown to influence a variety of student educational decisions, beliefs,
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and behaviors. However, these results are consistent with the rise of a dominant
ideology, as its dominance is ensured only when, in general, all groups subscribe to it.
The ways in which changes in students’ responses are consistent with free-market logic,
occurred most dramatically during the rise of neoliberalism, and have been consistent
throughout the reign of neoliberalism, suggests that students’ educational goals may be
influenced by neoliberal ideology. While the analysis of CIRP Freshman Survey data
does not provide any solid conclusions concerning the impact of neoliberal ideology on
entering college students, it does provide guidance for a more in depth analysis that aims
to explore the impact of free-market logic on entering first-year college students. Most
importantly, the analysis of UMass Amherst CIRP Freshman Survey data has provided
context for a more extensive study of the extent to which students’ at this institution
express free-market logic towards their education.
Primary Survey Data
The two CIRP Freshman Survey items previously discussed are at best rough
indicators of the extent to which entering first-year students express or reject free-market
ideology, and cannot be discussed as accurate measures of it. However, the CIRP items
do suggest that students’ views have increasingly become congruent with aspects of
neoliberal ideology, and particularly free-market logic. The overwhelmingly rates in
which students report being very well off financially as either essential or very important
suggests that this logic may be extremely pervasive in the educational lives of college
students. To investigate more thoroughly if this is the case requires a substantially larger
survey of the phenomenon. As discussed in Chapter 3, a full survey designed to measure
the extent to which students’ express or reject neoliberal ideology with regard to their
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educational lives was not possible to conduct. Instead, I developed 19 items specifically
designed to measure the extent to which students’ express or reject a customer orientation
towards their education, which is a fundamental aspect of the application of neoliberal
ideology to education. Response distributions for these items are provided in Table 4.6,
and Table 4.7 provides the mean, median, and standard deviation for each item. All
responses are on a five-point scale: 1 = agree strongly, 2 = agree somewhat, 3 = neither
agree nor disagree, 4 = disagree somewhat, and 5= disagree strongly. As such, a mean
score greater than 3.00 indicates students’ disagreement with the item, and corresponding
rejection of that aspect of a customer orientation. A mean score less than 3.00 indicates
students’ agreement and expression of the particular aspect of a customer orientation.
The review of literature on the conceptualization of students as customers
provided in Chapter 2 articulated the ways in which scholars have asserted that students
have overwhelmingly embraced a customer orientation towards their education. While
rarely citing any research on the topic, many scholars’ assertions are based solely on their
personal experience in colleges and universities. Such limited evidence does not stop
these scholars from generalizing their specific experiences to the entire system of higher
education in the United States. This study aimed to determine the extent to which
students at a single institution actually express a customer orientation towards their
education, and the results of this investigation are quite inconsistent.
Students as Customers
The most fundamental aspects of a customer orientation are viewing oneself as a
customer and education as a product the student is purchasing. These two beliefs were
captured by the items, “Concerning UMass Amherst, I think of myself primarily as a
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customer of the University (M = 3.28, Mdn = 3.00, SD = 1.061),” and “I think of my
college education as a product I am purchasing (M = 2.57, Mdn = 2.00, SD = 1.196).”
Interestingly, students’ responses on these items were inconsistent. Only 22.3% of
students disagreed that their education is a product they are purchasing. This result is
congruent with the literature on students as customers and previous findings concerning
the influence of free-market logic on college students. However, only 21.5% of students
agreed that their primary identity regarding the University is that of a customer. While
the overall level of disagreement was relatively minor, with the mean score being only
.28 from the neutral value of the response scale, this result is inconsistent with the claims
made in the literature and suggests students may not express a customer orientation
towards education. Additionally, students disagreed with the item “Because I will have
paid to attend UMass Amherst, the University will owe me a degree (M = 3.77, Mdn =
4.00, SD = 1.068), with only 12.3% of students agreeing with the item. This result
provides evidence of an additional aspect of a customer orientation that students do not
express. Such disagreement with fundamental ideas that have been connected to a
customer orientation towards education suggests that students may not be as
meaningfully affected by free-market logic as one may think.
A possible explanation of the inconsistency of students’ responses to these items
is that neoliberal ideology and free-market logic in particular, has affected students’
overall understandings of education, but this logic has not come to dominate their
particular approaches towards their time on campus. Such an explanation is consistent
with the idea of contradictory consciousness (Cheal, 1979; Gramsci, 1971).
Contradictory consciousness arises when individuals express views that are congruent
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with the dominant ideology, as it has saturated their consciousness, but reject specific
manifestations of the ideology in their application to individual’s life. People’s
understandings of particular manifestations of this ideology are based in their
experiences, and these experiences shape individuals’ understandings of their world to a
greater degree than does the dominant ideology. When experiences contradict the
ideology, individuals often express abstract views that are consistent with the ideology,
but reject the specific manifestations of the ideology.
As discussed in Chapter 2, within neoliberal ideology, all interactions become
defined in economic terms. It may be that the power of neoliberal ideology has made any
instance in which money is transferred from one individual to another or to an institution
be automatically viewed as the purchasing of a product or service, and that education is
no different. Students’ agreement that education is something they are purchasing is
consistent with this view, and it may be that the idea that education is a product the
student purchases takes on almost tautological qualities for some students. Conversely,
students will have experienced being a customer of a variety of services during their
lifetimes and have an understanding of what it means to be a customer, and also will have
experienced being a student and have an understanding of what that entails. Their
experiences suggest that these two identities, that of a customer and that of a student, are
quite different. As such, students do not view themselves primarily as customers of the
University. Given that ideologies are often deeply embedded within the beliefs and
behaviors of individuals, students do not directly sense the contraction between their
responses to these items.
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Views Concerning Grades
An essential aspect of a customer orientation towards education is an extreme
focus on grades. Scholars have chronicled substantial grade inflation, and have provided
powerful anecdotal information concerning students’ dedication to achieving good grades
at the expense of all other academic outcomes. Similar to the results of the general items
concerning students viewing themselves as customers and education as a product,
responses concerning the importance and prioritization of grades were mixed. Students
overwhelming agreed that “My professors should round up my final course grade one or
two points if I am close to the next grade (M = 2.34, Mdn = 2.00, SD = 1.051),” with only
12.8% of students disagreeing with the statement, and “As long as I complete their
assignments, I deserve a good grade in a course (M = 2.82, Mdn = 3.00, SD = 1.048),”
with 28.5% of students disagreeing with the item. These results suggest that students feel
they should be given good grades without necessarily doing the caliber of work required
to achieve them. However, only 20.6% of students agreed with “For me, it is more
important to get a good grade in a course than it is to learn the material (M = 3.44, Mdn =
4.00, SD = 1.087)” and only 6.6% of students agreed that “While at UMass I am going to
try to take the easiest courses possible (M = 4.09, Mdn = 4.00, SD = .887),” both of which
suggest students’ do not prioritize grades over the educational aspects of their courses.
Together, it seems that entering first-year students at UMass Amherst want to get good
grades without necessarily doing high-quality work, but do not focus on grades at the
expense of their learning.
Interestingly, students’ responses concerning grades were inconsistent with
academic advisors’ comments provided in the focus group used to help create and verify
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the items. With the exception of the advisor from the Social Thought and Political
Economy program, all participants agreed that students regularly ask them what the
easiest course they can take is. When advisors respond by asking if the student is
interested in taking a course in which she may learn something or one that may be in line
with her interests, students often responded that they would rather take the easiest course
they can. It may be that prior to entering the institution, students do plan on choosing
courses without concern for the level of difficulty, but once they enroll in classes, their
desire for good grades trumps their prior plans. If this were the case, the experiences of
these academic advisors and the existing literature that states college students do express
an extreme focus on grades could be accurate even though the results of this investigation
do not suggest it is the case.
Views Towards Jobs and Money
One of the strongest assertions made in the literature concerning current college
students is their singular focus on getting high-paying jobs upon graduation. However,
similar to results concerning students’ views towards the importance of grades, results of
items regarding the importance of well-paying careers were inconsistent. While students
in general agreed that “For me, college is more of a place to get training for a specific
career than to gain a general education (M = 2.89, Mdn = 3.00, SD = 1.108),” only 22,4%
of agreed that “if I could get a well-paying job without going to college, I would not be
here (M = 3.57, Mdn = 4.00, SD = 1.266). Further, students did not agree with the
particular manifestations of a career-focused approach towards education. Only 19.5% of
students agreed that “It is more important to have a high paying career than one they
really like (M = 3.61, Mdn = 4.00, SD = 1.164),” 22.6% agreed that “Developing their
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critical thinking skills is only important if it helps them with their career (M = 3.49, Mdn
= 4.00, SD = 1.196),” and 37.5% of students agreed that “I only want to learn things in
their courses that will help me in my future career (M = 3.13, Mdn = 3.00, SD = 1.299).”
While each of these items corresponds to a particular manifestation of an education that is
focused on job training, an approach with which students generally agreed and one that
scholars have discussed as being widely accepted by today’s college students, an
overwhelming majority of students did not agree with them.
Similar to students’ views concerning the specific manifestations of a jobcentered education, students also generally disagreed with aspects of a customer
orientation that manifest in the prioritization of making money in determining their
educational choices. Only 23.6% of students agreed that “I will only major in something
that will help me earn a lot of money (M = 3.49, Mdn = 4.00, SD = 1.172),” and 13.7%
agreed that “If I cannot earn a lot of money after they graduate, I will have wasted their
time at UMass (M = 3.79, Mdn = 4.00, SD = 1.074).” Further, while students agreed that
college is more of a place to get training for a specific career, only 32.2% agreed that
“The main purpose of my education should be maximizing my ability to earn money (M
= 3.19, Mdn = 3.00, SD = 1.193).” These results may suggest that students want to
ensure they are able to find a job upon graduation, though this is not due to their desire to
make as much money as possible. Instead, they may want to gain the skills and abilities
that will help them find jobs that provide a comfortable lifestyle, but view their education
as something more meaningful than simply increasing their “human capital.”
Student responses concerning the importance of career training and high paying
jobs appear inconsistent with the overwhelming majority of students who report being
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very well off financially as either essential or important in the CIRP Freshman Survey. If
being very well off were in fact essential or very important, one would expect students to
endorse views consistent with an approach towards education that prioritizes their ability
to make money and focuses on job training and future employment. However, students
reject these specific manifestations of an instrumental approach towards education. This
inconsistency may be explained in a similar way as that found with the general items
examining students’ identity as customers and the items regarding the importance of
grades. Students may agree with the general form of the ideology, that being very well
off financially is extremely important. However, they may disagree with the particular
aspects of the ideology as they manifest in students own experiences.
Conclusion
Students disagreed with 14 of the 19 measures of customer orientation included in
this investigation. Two of the items with which students agreed, “as long as I complete
all of my assignments, I deserve a good grade in a course, “ and “ for me, college is more
of a place to get training for a specific career than to gain a general education,” had mean
scores within .2 of the neutral point, suggesting the level of agreement has little meaning.
This is not to say that all 14 items with which students disagreed were meaningful (in
fact, as discussed in Chapter 4, only six items have mean values greater than 3.50, though
two more had mean values of 3.49, suggesting possible meaningful extents of
disagreement). However, the fact that students disagreed with the vast majority of items
suggests that students do not express a customer orientation nearly to the extent that is
discussed in the literature.
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One must be careful to derive any substantive conclusions from an analysis of
responses to single-items, and this is particularly true with regard to this exploratory
study at a single institution that uses newly created items. However, given the lack of
research into the extent to which students agree or disagree with manifestations of a
customer orientation, these results provide some insight. In general, students appear to
agree with broad forms of a customer orientation, including views of education as a
product, a focus on grades, and a career-centered education, but disagree with the
particular manifestations of this approach towards education. This is a particularly
interesting finding, and may suggest that students are entering the University with the
broad beliefs that are consistent with free-market logic, but reject the specific
applications of this logic within their upcoming educational experiences. This
understanding would be consistent with literature on contradictory consciousness, which
states that those operating with a dominant ideology can simultaneously express abstract
ideas that are consistent with the ideology while rejecting specific manifestations of this
ideology in their practical application to individuals’ lives. Such an understanding of
these results would support the claim that students have embraced neoliberal ideology,
and particularly free-market logic, but deny its application in their personal approach
towards education.
Factor Analysis
The second research questions concerns the extent to which students express or
reject a customer orientation towards their education. The preceding discussion of
individual-item results can only speak to the extent to which students express or reject
particular beliefs associated with a customer orientation; it cannot meaningfully inform
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their overall level of expression of a customer orientation. To do so, I created a
composite measure that could be used to help provide a more comprehensive
understanding of the extent to which students express or reject a customer orientation,
and in the process provide the first reliable measure of the this allegedly widespread
approach towards education. This composite measure combines items that address a
passive approach to education, an extreme focus on grades, the prioritization of job
training over learning, the beliefs that students are customers and education is a product,
and the dedication to maximizing financial rewards above all other educational outcomes,
all of which have been associated with a customer orientation towards education.
Importantly, at this point, this dissertation becomes almost completely exploratory, as
there is no research and little scholarship concerning the overall extent to which students
express this approach towards their education.
Principle axis factoring was used to determine which, if any, underlying factors
existed within the data. First, the 19 items were examined to determine if factor analysis
was appropriate. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was .911,
above the commonly recommended value of .6, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was
significant (χ2 (171) = 14147.597, p < .001). Further, all 19 items moderately correlated
with at least one other item19, suggesting reasonable factorability. Combined, these
measures indicated factor analysis was suitable for the items.
Number of Factors to Retain
Three separate strategies were used to determine the number of factors to retain.
First, initial eigenvalues were examined using the eigenvalue greater than one rule. As
19

A full 19 x 19 correlation matrix is too large to fit within the publication parameters of
this dissertation. A digital copy is available upon request.
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shown in Table 4.8, four factors met this criterion, explaining 31.2%, 7.2%, 6.2%, and
5.9% of the variance respectively. Next, parallel analysis was conducted, the results of
which are shown in Table 4.9. These results supported the initial four-factor solution
derived from the eigenvalue greater than one rule, as the first four eigenvalues derived
from the factor analysis of the 19 items were greater than those derived from the random
matrix created in the parallel analysis procedure. Lastly, I examined the scree plot
(shown in Figure 12), looking for the ‘leveling off’ of eigenvalues. Unlike the previous
two strategies, the scree plot analysis suggested a single factor solution. Given the
inconsistency of the results derived from the three strategies, I had to determine which
strategy I was going to follow. At first, I thought to retain a four-factor solution, as the
results from both the eigenvalue greater than one rule and parallel analysis suggested this
was the most accurate. However, the dramatic difference in the percentage of variance
explained by the first factor compared to the second, third, and fourth, gave me pause.
Individually, factors two through four accounted for less than 20% of the total variance,
and combined, these accounted for approximately two thirds of the variance explained by
the first factor. These low percentages of explained variance suggest factors two through
four may not be meaningful additions to the factors solution. Additionally, the
eigenvalues for factors three and four were only slightly above 1.00 (1.170 and 1.127
respectively), and the differences between eigenvalues of the data and the parallel
analysis comparison group were extremely small (0.047 and 0.035). Such small
differences and low eigenvalues immediately question the appropriateness of including
them in the factor solution. Lastly, the “elbow” of the scree plot was quite dramatic,
which when combined with the large eigenvalue of the first factor and the
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correspondingly substantial amount of explained variance, strongly suggests a single
factor solution. Since determining the appropriate number of factors to retain is often
more of an art than a science, leaving much to the interpretation of the researcher, I
consulted with Dr. Craig Wells (personal communication, August 23, 2010), a professor
in the Research and Evaluation Methods Program at UMass Amherst, to validate my
interpretation of the factor solution. He agreed that a single-factor solution was most
appropriate. With a single factor solution, rotation was not required.
Interpreting Factor Structure
Examining the pattern/structure coefficients allows for interpretation of the factor
structure. The minimum coefficient to determine if an item weighs meaningfully on the
factor was .35 (with a single-factor solution cross-loadings are not an issue). As shown in
Table 4.10, in which coefficients are ordered by value, 18 of the 19 items had coefficients
greater than .35, with 16 of those having coefficients greater than .43. To determine if all
18 items are meaningful parts of the underlying construct, corrected-item correlations and
change in coefficient alpha if item removed were analyzed.
Internal Consistency
Cronbach’s alpha was examined to determine internal consistency of the factor.
The alpha was high (.876), suggesting strong interrelatedness amongst the items. No
increases in the coefficient alpha would occur if any of the items were eliminated (see
Table 4.11), and as such all 18 items were retained in the factor. Additionally shown in
Table 4.11, corrected inter-item correlations were all greater than .30, supporting each
item’s meaningful relationship with the underlying construct. With all 18 items designed
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to measure different aspects of a customer orientation, the scale was labeled “Customer
Orientation Scale.”
The relatively high pattern/structure coefficients, which are particularly high for
an exploratory study of this nature, and the correspondingly high Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient, suggest that this is a strong composite measure a customer orientation. While
one should not automatically assume the strength and consistency of a scale from a single
study, this research has provided an important step in determining the extent to which
students express or reject a customer orientation towards their education.
Factor Scores
Composite scores were created for the Customer Orientation Scale, which, as
discussed in Chapter 3, were based on the mean of the 18 items contained in the factor.
Given the response scale, lower scores indicate greater expression of a customer
orientation. Descriptive statistics, including mean, median, standard deviation, skewness,
and kurtosis, of the scale are presented in Table 4.12. The histogram of the scale
(provided in Figure 13), combined with the acceptable levels of skewness and kurtosis,
suggest the scale is normally distributed.
The mean Customer Orientation Scale (COS) score was 3.32, which suggests that
in general students did not express a customer orientation towards their education. Less
than one-third of respondents had a COS score less than 3.00, indicating that only three
of every ten students express a customer orientation overall. Given that minor deviations
from the midpoint of the scale may not represent meaningful levels of expression or
rejection of a customer orientation, it is important to focus on scores that may indicate
students express or reject this approach to education in a substantial way. A difference of
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± .50 from the midpoint may represent meaningful levels of agreement or disagreement,
as these scores are closer to either of these views than the neutral midpoint. Examining
students whose scores are ±.50 from the midpoint, only 10% of students have a Customer
Orientation Scale score ≤2.50, indicating they express a customer orientation towards
their education, while over four times as many reject it (41% have a COS score ≥ 3.50).
Further, 14% of respondents had COS scores ≥ 4.00, which unequivocally represents a
rejection of a customer orientation, while only 3.4% of students had Customer
Orientation Scale scores score ≤2.00 suggesting a similar level of expression of this
orientation. Since survey respondents rarely reply on the extreme of response scales
(Dillman, 2007), the 14% who had COS scores ≥ 4.00 was a surprising result.
An examination of Customer Orientation Scale scores suggests that far more
students reject a customer orientation than express it. If any COS score different than
3.00 is used to indicate meaningful levels of expression or rejection of a customer
orientation towards their education, only 30% of students express this approach, while
just over two thirds (67.3%) reject it (3.3% of students had COS scores equal to 3.00).
Using a difference of ±.50 from the midpoint, almost half (48.3%) of students would
neither express it nor reject it when using this metric.

These results are inconsistent

with the literature on students-as-customers, which suggests students overwhelmingly
embrace a customer orientation. Again, given that almost all of this literature is based on
anecdotal information or theoretical arguments, the results of this analysis do not
contradict any previous research on the topic. While it may be true that more students
today hold beliefs and exhibit behaviors consistent with a customer orientation than they
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did previously, it would seem inaccurate to claim that students as a whole express a
customer orientation towards their education.
Summary
To date, researchers have failed to measure more accurately the extent to which
students express a customer orientation towards their education. Many scholars allege
such an orientation exists, and point to anecdotal information or single-item measures to
support their claims. This is the first study to create a composite measure of a customer
orientation. The analysis indicated a single factor, labeled Customer Orientation, was
underlying entering first-year students’ responses to the institutional-specific items on the
2010 CIRP Freshman Survey. This factor contained 18 items and was highly internally
consistent. Composite score data were normally distributed, making the data suitable for
parametric statistical analysis. Overall, the data suggests students reject a customer
orientation to a greater extent than they express it. Which types of students are more
likely to express or reject a customer orientation is the subject of the next series of
analyses.
The inconsistency between the results of this analysis and the content of
scholarship on students as customers could be attributed to the fact that this dissertation
examined the beliefs of entering first-year college students who have not had any college
experiences, whereas the literature discusses students who have had experiences as
college students. It may be that students’ approach towards their education prior to
entering the institution is overly idealistic in relation to that of current students, and that
when students are presented with the realities of college life they embrace a customer
orientation. A more cynical interpretation could be that the very structure and processes
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of higher education reinforce a customer orientation. Consistent with the work of Bowles
and Gintis (1976), Giroux (2005), Aronowitz (2000), and McLaren (2005), this
interpretation would suggests that higher education in the United States is deliberately
structured to promulgate a passive approach to education, reinforce the idea that
education is an exchange where students are given knowledge by their professors, and
fosters competition which emphasizes that the most important aspect of an education is a
high grade point average and promulgates the idea that the most essential outcome of the
college experience is getting a good job. Additionally, if faculty and staff believe that
students are customers or that students view themselves as such, which has been
suggested in the literature, they may treat students as customers. In this case, the actions
of the faculty and staff would be creating the expectation that students act as customers,
and since entering students will still be finding their identity and role on campus, students
may embrace what they feel they are expected to be. In general, if the claims made in
the literature concerning students as customer are accurate and this orientation is
widespread throughout college and universities, something must usher in a change in
students’ orientation towards their education between the time of their summer
orientation program and their actual experiences as college students.
One-Way ANOVAs
I conducted a series of 10 univariate analysis of variance to investigate differences
Customer Orientation scale scores by sex, race, first-generation status, impact of current
economic situation on college choice, level of financial concern about paying for college,
planned academic major, political views, and the CIRP constructs of pluralistic
orientation, social agency, and expected college involvement. Descriptive statistics for
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these demographic variables are provided in Table 4.13, with results for each of the
ANOVAs provided in Table 4.14. Since these ANOVAs include only single independent
variables, subsequent results are not intended to provide a comprehensive analysis of
group differences in the extent to which different types of students embrace or reject a
customer orientation. To do so would require a more complex model that includes all of
the independent variables. However, the results of one-way ANOVAs may be more
helpful to practitioners, who rarely have information of all of these independent variables
as they engage with their students.
ANOVA Results
As shown in Table 4.14, ANOVA results demonstrate statistically significant
differences in the extent to which students express a customer orientation by: sex (F(1,
2665) = 87.786, p < .001, partial η2 = .032), race (F(1, 2672) = 44.925, p < .001, partial
η2 = .017), first-generation status (F(1, 2643) = 38.474, p < .001, partial η2 = .014),
planned academic major (F(2, 2671) = 62.794, p < .001, partial η2 = .045), political views
(F(2, 2539) = 24.931, p < .001, partial η2 = .019), pluralistic orientation (F(2, 2653) =
32.405, p < .001, partial η2 = .024), and likelihood of college involvement (F(2, 2646) =
99.479, p < .001, partial η2 = .070). Level of financial concern (F(2, 2640)= 7.509, p =
.001, partial η2 = .006) and social agency (F(2, 2647)= 6.846, p = .001, partial η2 = .005)
were statistically significant at p = .001, but given the large sample size and the
extremely low effect sizes, the differences were not considered meaningful. The same
logic holds true with regard to the impact of the current economic situation on students’
college choice (F(3, 2629) = 3.222, p = .022, partial η2 = .004), which was significant
only at the p < .05 level.
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Since sex, race, and first-generation status have only two categories, no post hoc
tests were conducted to determine which categories were significantly different. The
mean score for men (M = 3.20) was lower than that of women (M = 3.43), White students
(M = 3.12) had a lower mean score than non-White students (M = 3.35), and firstgeneration students (M = 3.13) had a lower mean score than non-first-generation students
(M = 3.35). Again, a low score on the Customer Orientation scale refers to the
expression of such an orientation, while a high score on the scale represent the rejection
of a customer orientation. However, the partial eta squared coefficients, which represent
the effect size, are extremely small, indicating that these factors account for very small
portions of customer orientation score variance. Specifically, sex accounts for 3.2%, race
1.7%, and first-generation status 1.4%.
Scheffe post hoc tests were conducted on students’ planned college major,
political views, pluralistic orientation, and likelihood college involvement, to determine
which categories within these variables were significantly different. Overall, planned
college major accounted for 4.5% of the variance in students’ Customer Orientation
scores, and post hoc tests revealed that statistically significant differences existed
between each of the three group categories (see Table 4.15). The largest mean difference
amongst groups was between students planning to major in the Humanities and Fine Arts
(M = 3.59) and those planning to enter the School of Management (M = 3.10), a
difference of .50. Students’ political views accounted for only 1.9% of the variance in
the dependent variable, with students in the far left or liberal category being significantly
different from both students in the middle-of-the-road and far right or conservative
categories (see Table 4.15). As shown in Table 4.15, the largest difference amongst
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groups was .23 between far left or liberal students (M = 3.42) and students who
characterize their views as far right or conservative (M = 3.19). Table 4.15 shows group
differences within the pluralistic orientation variable, which accounted for 2.4% of the
variance in Customer Orientation scores. All differences amongst groups were
statistically significant, with the largest being between those in the high pluralistic
orientation group (M = 3.47) and those in the low group (M = 3.20). Finally, and most
substantially, likelihood of college involvement accounted for 7% of the variance in
Customer Orientation scores. Table 4.15 shows that all differences amongst groups were
statistically significant, with the largest being between students with a high level of
likelihood of college involvement (M = 3.54) and those with a low level of such
involvement (M = 3.08).
Summary
While conducting a series of one-way ANOVAs does not allow the explained
variance of each variable to be accurately measured, it still yields potentially important
information. As discussed previously, practitioners rarely have information on all the
variables included in a factorial ANOVA or multiple regression analysis. They may have
accurate information regarding some of the variables, most likely students’ sex, race, or
planned academic major, but they are not aware of students’ level of concern about
finances, their pluralistic orientation, or the extent to which the current economic
situation has affected their college choice. Even though practitioners may have
incomplete data concerning their students, they still want to act in a deliberate way as
they engage with students. Exploring basic differences in the extent to which students
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express a customer orientation would provide the type of information that may aid them
in their interactions.
Seven of the ten ANOVAs conducted produced statistically significant results,
with only level of financial concern (p = .001), social agency (p = .001) and the impact of
the current economic situation on students’ college choice (p = .022), not being
significant at the p < .001 level. Each of the seven variables (sex, race, first-generation
status, planned academic major, political views, pluralistic orientation, and planned
college involvement) that were shown to have statistically significant differences had
correspondingly low measures of effect size, only explaining between 1% and 7% of the
variance in Customer Orientation Scale scores. Importantly, since each ANOVA
contained only a single variable and some of the independent variables may be associated
with one another, the explained variance of each variable may not be accurate. For
example, students with a high level of pluralistic orientation are also significantly more
likely to plan to major in the humanities or fine arts than enter the School of
Management20. Pluralistic orientation accounted for 2.4% of the variance and planned
college major another 4.5%. It may be the case that the variance explained by pluralistic
orientation may be more accurately attributed to planned college major, or vice versa.
Since planned college major was the variable with the largest difference in
students' response regarding the importance of being very well off financially and
developing a meaningful philosophy of life, one may have anticipated it to account for a
substantial amount of variance in Customer Orientation scores. However, it accounted
for only 5% of the variance, suggesting it meaningfully contributes little to explaining

20

This was determined by examining a crosstab between the variables.
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differences in Customer Orientation scores. In fact, the only variable that explained more
than 5% of the variance was likelihood of college involvement (7%). Students in the low
planned involvement category had the smallest mean of any subgroup investigated,
meaning that students who plan to be the least involved are the students who express a
customer orientation to the greatest extent. Additionally, students in the high group of
likelihood of college involvement had the second highest mean of all groups within the
10 ANOVAs, trailing only students planning to major in the humanities or fine arts. This
result suggests that students who plan to be the most involved are the ones who reject the
customer orientation to the greatest extent. Such a result is congruent with the literature
on students as customers that states that such an orientation promulgates a passive
approach to education. Importantly, given that college involvement has been shown to
predict a number of important college outcomes, ranging from persistence and graduation
(Astin, 1999) to student development (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005), the extent to which
students express a customer orientation may also be associated with these essential
outcomes.
Surprisingly, political orientation did not substantially explain differences in
Customer Orientation Scale scores, and the difference between mean scores for far-right
or conservative students and far left or liberal students was quite small (.23). In fact, all
students, regardless of political affiliation, reject a customer orientation. This result
suggests that a customer orientation is not necessarily associated with a particular
political orientation, a finding that was unexpected. Importantly, this finding may be the
most unlikely to be generalizable, as a student who identifies as conservative at UMass
Amherst, which is often thought of as an extremely liberal institution in an extremely
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liberal state, may identity as middle-of-the-road or liberal in a different institution
(particularly one in a different region of the country).
The impetus behind conducting this series of ANOVAs was to provide results that
could be used by student and academic affairs practitioners as they engage with entering
first-year students. Unfortunately, with small effect sizes and group differences, not
much meaningful advice can be provided. The implications concerning the two variables
that did show possible meaningful differences, planned college major and expected level
of college involvement, can help practitioners as they interact with students, and will be
discussed in the follow chapter. What is interesting, aside from these implications, was
that the only two variables that suggest meaningful differences in the extent to which
students embrace a customer orientation were those concerning planned future behaviors.
All of the demographic characteristics included in these analyses proved to be fairly
inconsequential with regard to explaining differences in Customer Orientation Scale
Scores. This is not to say that student background characteristics are unimportant, as this
dissertation did not include an exhaustive list of such variables. Instead, these results
suggest as practitioners engage with their students, they have little reason to believe that
meaningful differences will exist in the extent to which students express a customer
orientation by sex, race, or first-generation status.
Given the exploratory nature of this study, the most important aspect of these
findings is not their effect size, but that there were significant differences at all. With this
being the first study to examine the extent to which students express or reject a customer
orientation, identifying statistically significant variables provides important information
for future research on the topic. That sex, race, sex, race, first-generation status, planned
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academic major, political views, pluralistic orientation, and planned college involvement
were statistically significant was not surprising. However, the level of financial concern
and level of agreement that the current financial situation significantly affects the
student’s college choice were not being significant at the p < .001 level was unexpected.
Hierarchical Multiple Regression
The investigation of group differences using 10 separate ANOVAs cannot
identify the unique variance accounted for by each variable. Further, running multiple
analysis increases the Type I error rate, which can further limits the extent to which one
can draw meaningful conclusions from these analyses. The ANOVAs did provide the
opportunity to discover group differences that may be helpful in a practical manner, but
fails to help identify the particular variables influence the extent to which students
express or reject a customer orientation towards their education. This phenomenon can
only be accurately discovered through the analysis of a model that includes all of the
variables in the analysis. One method of conducting such an analysis is multiple
regression. Given the differences in the extent to which demographic characteristics and
planned behaviors account for variance in Customer Orientation Scores found in the
differing effect sizes of the ANOVA results, hierarchical multiple regression provides the
best opportunity to determine the extent to which each of the independent variables
included in the analysis explain the variance in the extent to which students express a
customer orientation towards their education.
This analysis was conducted to determine the extent to which the independent
variables (sex, race, first-generation status, level of concern about financing one’s
education, the extent to which students agree that the current economic situation has
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significantly affected their college choice, planned academic major, political views,
pluralistic orientation, social agency, and likelihood of college involvement) explain the
variance within Customer Orientation scores, as well as to determine the importance of
each independent variable in explaining the variance. Descriptive statistics of each
independent variable are provided in Table 4.16. Data were screened for
multicollinearity and independence of errors. Tolerance statistics were all greater than .4,
suggesting no issues with multicollinearity, and the Durbin-Watson test statistic was
1.973, suggesting errors are independent. A plot of residuals (see Figure 14) were
examined to determine if the assumptions of random errors and homoscedasticity were
met, which they were. A histogram of standardized residuals (see Figure 15) was
analyzed to determine if errors were normally distributed, which they were. Data were
also screened for outliers, of which there was none. Table 4.17 provides a description
and, if appropriate, the coding scheme for categorical variables, and Table 4.18 provides
the correlation matrix for all variables included in the analysis.
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Results
Regression results indicate that demographic characteristics, which comprise the
first block of the model, account for 6.5% (R2 = .068, R2adj = .065, F(6, 2434) = 29.40, p
< .001) of the variance in Customer Orientation scores, and students beliefs and
behaviors, which comprise the second block of the model, accounts for an additional 10%
of the model. Overall, the model accounted for approximately 17% (R2 = .170, R2adj =
.165, F(13, 2427) = 38.122, p < .001) of the variance in Customer Orientation scores.
The difference between R2 and adjusted R2 was .005, suggesting the model is strongly
generalizable. A summary of regression coefficients is presented in Table 4.19, and
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indicates that four (sex, race, pluralistic orientation, and likelihood of college
involvement) of the thirteen variables significantly contributed to the model at the p <
.001 level. An additional six variables (First-generation status, major concern about
financing one’s education, extent to which students agree that the current economic
situation has significantly affected their college choice planned major in humanities or
fine arts, planned major in other than humanities and fine arts or School of Management,
and far left or liberal political views) significantly contributed to the model at the p < .01.
Social agency was the only variable to contribute significantly to the model at the p < .05
level, and some concern about financing one’s education as well as middle-of-the-road
political views did not significantly contribute to the model. Interestingly, firstgeneration status was statistically significant at the p < .001 level when the first block
was entered, but was only significant at the p < .01 within the full model. The
standardized beta coefficient of race increased marginally when block 2 was entered into
the model, while the coefficient for sex was almost cut in half in the full model.
Again, given that statistical significance is largely a function of sample size, only
results significant at the p < .001 level will be discussed as possibly meaningful.
Regarding sex, female students were more likely to have higher Customer Orientation
scores than male students, meaning that female students were more likely to reject a
Customer orientation compared to their male counterparts. Similarly, White students
were more likely to have higher Customer Orientation scores and reject a customer
orientation compared to non-White students. Standardized beta weights suggest the most
influence on Customer Orientation scores is likelihood of college involvement. A
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standard deviation change in the likelihood of college involvement variable had about
twice the impact of a comparable change in the pluralistic orientation variable.
Summary
For an exploratory study with a limited amount of available variables, explaining
17% of the overall variance is relatively high. Further, having such a small difference
between R2 and adjusted R2 was a similarly positive result. Interestingly, only four
variables, sex, race, pluralistic orientation, and likelihood of college involvement were
significant at the p ≤ .001 level. This result suggests that when all else is held constant,
the only significant differences between the extent to which students express a customer
orientation come between men and women, White students and non-White Students, and
differing scores on the CIRP constructs of pluralistic orientation and likelihood of college
involvement. Planned academic major, which had been the variable that consistently
demonstrated substantial differences along indicators of the expression of free-market
logic, was only significant at the p ≤ .01 level. Similarly surprising was the lack of
significance concerning first-generation status, level of financial concern, and agreement
that the current economic situation significantly affected students’ college choice.
Possibly the most substantial result of the hierarchical multiple regression, was
that planned college involvement explained twice the amount variance than any other
variable. This result is congruent with that found in the ANOVAs, and together suggest
that the extent to which students plan to be involved in college is indirectly related to the
extent to which they express a customer orientation. Since involvement is such an
important aspect of a meaningful college experience, the findings from this study indicate
that those who express a customer orientation towards their education may be more likely
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to miss out on the meaningful aspects of their college experience. Further, since
involvement has been shown to be related to persistence and student development, it
would seem that a customer orientation would also negatively influence students’
persistence and the development they undergo during their time at the University. By
extension, those who are concerned with ensuring adequate levels student involvement
should also be concerned with limiting the extent to which students express a customer
orientation towards their education. Further implications of this finding will be discussed
in the subsequent chapter.
Conclusion
This chapter reported results from six different data analysis procedures. It began
with an examination of changes in students’ responses to two items on the CIRP
Freshman Survey, (a) the importance of developing a meaningful philosophy of life, and
(b) the importance of being very well off financially. These items can be characterized as
being on opposite ends of the free-market logic spectrum, with a meaningful philosophy
of life being antithetical to free-market logic and being very well off financially being
congruent with this logic. First, national data from 1972 to 2009 were analyzed by
institutional type, public/private status, and selectivity level. Results show substantial
increases in the percentage of students who reported being very well off financially as
essential or very important, and corresponding substantial decreases in the percentage of
students reporting developing a meaningful philosophy of life as essential or very
important. These changes were consistent across both institutional types, public/private
status, and all levels of institutional selectivity. The most dramatic changes in these items
occurred from 1972 to 1988, which corresponds to the rise of neoliberalism. Further,
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since neoliberalism has achieved its position as dominant ideology, responses to these
items have remained quite consistent.
Importantly, substantial differences in students’ responses to these items exist
between students at very highly selective private nonsectarian four-year colleges and
those at low selective private nonsectarian four-year colleges. This result suggests that
the extent to which students express a key tenet of free market ideology, being very well
off financially, may be mediated by their demographic characteristics. Since national
data are not reported by student demographic characteristic, institutional CIRP data must
be used to explore if students’ backgrounds influence the extent to which they express
indicators of free-market ideology.
The institutional data analyzed came from UMass Amherst CIRP Freshman
Survey data from 1971 – 2009. These data were analyzed by sex, race, planned academic
major, first-generation status, and level of concern about finances. Similar to the results
from the national data analysis, these results show consistent increases in the percentage
of students who reported being very well off financially as essential or very important,
and substantial decreases in the percentage of students reporting developing a meaningful
philosophy of life as essential or very important. However, few statistically significant
results exist with the various groups, suggesting that all students express similar goals
and motivations towards their education.
The analysis of existing CIRP data was necessary to contextualize properly the
next part of the study, which focuses on 19 items created to measure aspects of a
customer orientation. Without knowing basic changes in students’ goals and motivations,
it would be impossible to deduce if students’ responses to these items could be assumed
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to be meaningfully different from what they would be if the items were asked prior to the
rise of neoliberalism. Importantly, students’ responses to the CIRP items do not appear
to be expressions of their financial concerns or general demographic characteristics. Of
course, single item measures cannot provide a comprehensive understanding of students’
goals and motivations, and the CIRP items were not designed to be indicators of the
expression or rejection of free-market logic. However, the substantial changes in
students’ responses to these items across both institutional types, public/private status,
selectivity levels, and demographic characteristics, combined with the time in which the
changes took place and the consistency of responses over the past two decades, suggests
that neoliberal ideology may be influencing students’ goals and motivations.
The remainder of this chapter dealt with various analyses of the institutionalspecific items on the 2010 CIRP Freshman Survey at UMass Amherst, items that were
designed to measure aspects of a customer orientation towards education. First,
individual item means and standard deviations were presented, most of which suggest
that students reject more aspects a customer orientation than they express. Interestingly,
one of the four items with which students agreed more than they disagreed (i.e. had a
mean value < 3.00) was “I think of my college education as a product I am purchasing.”
However, students generally disagreed with particular beliefs that have been associated
with this idea. The inconsistently in students’ responses is congruent with the idea of
contradictory consciousness, in which individuals adopt the general form of the dominant
ideology, but reject its specific manifestations with regard to their personal experiences.
Again, not much can be conclusively stated from single item measures, but the results
provide a more comprehensive understanding than previously existed in the literature.
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To provide a more comprehensive understanding of the extent to which students
express a customer orientation, a factor analysis was conducted of the 19 items. The
analysis indicated a single factor, which was labeled Customer Orientation, underlies
entering first-year students’ responses to these items. This factor contained 18 of the 19
items, and was highly internally consistent. Factor scores were created for each
respondent, and the scores were normally distributed and as such suitable for parametric
statistical analysis. Overall, the factor scores suggest students reject a customer
orientation to a greater extent than they express it. This is consistent with the analysis of
single items, and together provides a strong rationale to question the current
understanding provided by the literature that states that students are adopting a customer
orientation towards their education. Either this understanding is misguided, or something
is occurring beginning when students arrive on campus to foster a customer orientation.
The next analysis aimed to examine basic group differences in the extents to
which different types of students express or reject a customer orientation. Customer
Orientation factor scores served as the dependent variable in a series of 10 independent
one-way ANOVAs. Seven of the ten ANOVAs produced significant results at the p <
.001, though estimated effect sizes for the independent variables were quite small. The
largest partial eta squared was .07 for likelihood of college involvement, suggesting that
at most this variable describes 7% of the total variance in Customer Orientation scores.
While the ANOVAs were designed to provide results useful for practitioners who do not
have access to data in a complete model, the small effect sizes suggest that differences in
the demographic characteristics and beliefs analyzed are not very meaningful.
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Finally, to more accurately identify the source of variance in Customer
Orientation scores, hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted. The first
block of the model, student demographic characteristics, accounted for 6.5% of the
variance, and the second block, student beliefs and planned behaviors, accounted for an
additional 10%. The complete model accounted for approximately 17% of the variance,
which is quite high for an exploratory study with a substantial amount of specification
error. Further, the difference between R2 and adjusted R2 was quite small, indicating
substantial generalizability of the results. Only four the thirteen independent variables
included in the analysis were significant at the p < .001 level, while another six were
significant at the p < .01 level. Both indicators of financial stress, concern about the
ability to finance one’s education and agreement that the current economic situation
significantly affected students’ college choice, were among the variables significant at the
p < .01 level, as was students’ political views. These results suggest that possibly neither
financial stress nor political ideology meaningfully influences the extent to which
students express or reject a customer orientation towards their education. The most
influential variable on students’ Customer Orientation scale scores was likelihood of
college involvement, which supports the results from the series of ANOVAs.
Overall, the results suggest that students have increasingly adopted beliefs that are
congruent with free-market ideology, but have not adopted a customer orientation
towards their education. Given the exploratory nature of this study, this conclusion must
be met with substantial skepticism, and future research must be conducted to verify these
results. However, the relatively high quality of the data, combined with the most
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conservative levels of statistical significance, suggests that the results are quite strong for
the first study of this kind.
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CHAPTER 5
IMPLICATIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND FUTURE RESEARCH
What began as a fairly abstract discussion of ideology, neoliberalism, and freemarket logic, has ended with a specific investigation of the extent to which entering firstyear students at UMass Amherst express a customer orientation towards their education.
This chapter begins with a review of the general argument presented in this dissertation,
and summarizes the findings of this exploratory study. Next, I detail the implications of
this dissertation and discuss how this study can help scholars and practitioners understand
the educational orientation of entering first-year college students, as well as the overall
impact of free-market logic and neoliberal ideology on higher education. This section
will be followed by a discussion of this exploratory study’s limitations. These
implications and limitations will be the basis for the last section, which will detail the
need for areas of future research.
Summary of the Study
From Neoliberal Ideology to Students as Customers
The research questions investigated in this dissertation revolve around the impact
of neoliberal ideology, and particularly free-market logic, on entering first-year college
students. As discussed in Chapter 2, under free-market logic, individuals become defined
as consumers whose every decision is made using a cost/benefit analysis that aims to
maximize one’s “human capital” (Baez, 2007; Lemke, 2001). While this logic was once
restricted to the economic sphere, under neoliberalism, it has been extended to the social,
political, and cultural spheres (Apple, 2001; Aronowitz, 2000; Giroux, 2005;
Harvey,2005; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). As this expansion occurred, social relations
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became increasingly embedded within market relations, or in other words, the ways in
which people interact with one another were increasingly understood through market
terms (Baez, 2007; Foucault, 2008). Examples of this phenomenon include people
“investing in” relationships, “buying” ideas or arguments, questioning “the deal” with
certain situations, and being referred to as “stakeholders” of social, political, or cultural
groups.

In a neoliberal world, there is no distinction between the economy and the

social, political, or cultural worlds; everything is economic (Lemke, 2001).
The literature review provided in Chapter 2 also detailed the ways in which the
extension of free-market logic into higher education has resulted in meaningful changes
in American colleges and universities. Institutions of higher education have prioritized
revenue generation and efficiency (Aronowitz, 2000; Bousquet, 2008; Giroux, 2005;
McLaren, 2005; Rhoades, 2006), increased their reliance on part-time and adjunct faculty
(Alexander, 2001; Aronowitz, 2000; Levin, 2005), enhanced their focus on revenuegenerating research (Clark, 1998; Slaughter, 1998; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004), and
created more hierarchical systems of governance (Ayers, 2005; Currie, 1998; Eckel,
2000; Gumport, 1993). Additionally, the curriculum has been increasingly
vocationalized (Aronowitz, 2000; Giroux, 2005), tuition and fees have skyrocketed
(Alexander, 2001; Winston, 1999), and merit-based financial aid programs have
expanded at a greater rate than need-based aid programs (Doyle, 2010; Paulson & St.
John, 2002). Together, these changes combine to create a convincing case that the
extension of free-market logic has resulted in a significantly different university than had
existed previously in the United States.
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Since the application of neoliberal ideology has resulted in meaningful changes to
most all aspects of higher education, one would expect it also to have affected college
students. However, research on the influence of neoliberal ideology on college students
is noticeably lacking in existing research on the impact of free-market logic on colleges
and universities. The few existing studies on neoliberalism and higher education that
does include students mentions them as passive victims of larger changes within the
college or university, not as a group that has been meaningfully affected by the ideology.
At the same time, higher education scholars have discussed the ways in which students
have increasingly adopted a customer orientation towards their education and detail the
negative impacts this orientation has on students’ educational experiences (Chaffee,
1998; Finney & Finney, 2010; Levine & Cureton, 1998; Newson, 2004; Wellen, 2005).
Such an orientation is consistent with free-market logic, as it defines the student primarily
in terms of an economic transaction. However, only a few scholars connect the rise of a
customer orientation with the increased prevalence of neoliberal ideology. Further, most
accounts describing the pervasiveness of a customer orientation rely on anecdotal
information or theoretical conjecture. The few discussions that are supported by research
studies rely on flawed data, poorly constructed studies, and oversimplified
understandings of the customer orientation (e.g. Delucchi & Korgen, 2002; Eisenberg,
1997; Finney & Finney, 2010; Gottfried, 2002; Molesworth, Nixon, & Scullion, 2009;
Schwartzman, 1995. While many of the theoretical discussions concerning students’
customer orientation are quite persuasive, without knowing the extent to which students
actually embrace a customer orientation, these discussions fail to provide a convincing
account of the pervasiveness of this approach towards education.
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Without knowing the pervasiveness of a customer orientation in higher education,
which is a potentially important manifestation of free-market logic within colleges and
universities, one cannot properly describe the impact of neoliberal ideology on college
students. Without being able to articulate the ways in which neoliberal ideology have
influenced college students, the overall impact of neoliberal ideology on higher education
remains only partially revealed.

The goal of this dissertation was to provide data that

could help expose the extent to which students embrace a customer orientation towards
their education, and in doing so help understand the impact of neoliberal ideology on
college students and higher education as a whole. This study specifically asks (a) have
students’ goals and motivations concerning their education changed during the time in
which free-market logic has been extended beyond the economic sphere and in ways that
are congruent with free-market logic, and (b) to what extent do entering college students
express or reject a customer orientation towards their education. It used three different
data sources: responses concerning the importance of developing a meaningful
philosophy of life, and the importance of being very well off financially from national
CIRP Freshman Survey data from 1972-2009 and UMass Amherst institutional CIRP
data from 1971 – 2009, and data from 2010 institutional-specific CIRP Freshman Survey
stemming from items designed to measure the extent to which students express a
customer orientation to answer the second.
Longitudinal Data Analysis
This exploratory study began by attempting to determine if existing data suggests
students’ goals and motivations have changed during the time in which free-market logic
has been extended beyond the economic sphere and in ways that are congruent with this
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logic. Through analyzing national CIRP Freshman Survey data from 1971-2009, this
dissertation has shown that such a change does exist. Students’ responses concerning the
importance of being very well off financially as essential or very important, which can be
understood as an expression of free-market logic, increased dramatically from the early
1970s to the late 1980s, corresponding with the rise of neoliberal ideology and the
extension of free-market logic. Concurrently, responses concerning the importance of
developing a meaningful philosophy of life, which is understood as inconsistent with
free-market logic, decreased substantially. Additionally, since the late 1980s, responses
to these items have been quite consistent, corresponding to the reign of neoliberalism.
The investigation next shifted to examining changes in students responses by institutional
characteristics, which revealed meaningful differences in students responses by
institutional characteristics, most substantially of which was between very highly
selective private colleges and private colleges with a low selectivity level. This result
reinforce the idea that free-market logic will have an uneven impact on different types of
institutions, and suggested that the extent to which this logic affects students may be
based on the level economic and cultural capital to which they have access.
The analysis of UMass Amherst CIRP Freshman survey data demonstrated a
similar shift in students’ responses as those found in the national data. By comparing
changes in responses to fluctuating demographics of the student population, it is clear that
the substantial shifts in students’ responses cannot be solely attributed to a
demographically different student body. Since students’ responses cannot be understood
as mere expressions of their demographic conditions, this finding reinforces the idea that
the extension of free-market logic into the lives of students may be influencing their
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educational goals and motivations. Interesting, with the exception of planned college
major (either in the Humanities and Fine Arts or the School of Management), few
statistically significant differences existed between various groups of students.
Moreover, significant differences were not consistent throughout the period of
investigation. The lack of statistically significant differences between demographically
dissimilar groups gives further credence to the notion that the dominant ideology may be
influencing students’ approach towards their education, as one would expect the
dominant ideology to affect all students regardless of demographic characteristics. While
the analysis of two items from the CIRP Freshman Survey cannot demonstrate
conclusively the impact of neoliberal ideology on college students, these analyses provide
strong indicators that students’ goals and motivations have changed in ways congruent
with neoliberal ideology during the rise of neoliberalism and maintained consistency
throughout the reign of neoliberalism.
Measuring Students’ Customer Orientation
The second research question concerned the extent to which student express a
customer orientation towards their education. The investigation began with an analysis
of single item responses, which demonstrated inconsistency with regard to students’
views relative to a customer orientation. In general, students agreed with the abstract
ideas inherent in a customer orientation, but disagreed with the specific manifestations of
this approach within their own personal educational experiences. These results suggest
that students may have a contradictory consciousness with regard to their education, as
they simultaneously express and reject the dominant ideology’s manifestations in their
educational worlds. However, the single-item analyses can only speak to students’ views
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concerning specific aspects of a customer orientation; to inform the extent to which they
express this orientation overall, requires a more comprehensive measure of the
phenomenon.
Such a comprehensive measure emerged in the Customer Orientation Scale
(COS), an 18-item composite measure of the extent to which students express a customer
orientation towards their education. By including the central aspects of a customer
orientation into a single measure, one can better understand the pervasiveness of a
customer orientation in higher education. The analysis of COS scores for entering firstyear students at UMass Amherst suggests that this approach towards education is not
nearly as prevalent as the literature makes one think. Less than one-third of respondents
have COS scores less than 3.00, which indicates any level of expression of a customer
orientation, while only 10% have scores less than 2.50, which would indicate a
meaningful level of expression. Contrastingly, 41% of respondents had COS scores
greater than 3.50, which indicated a meaningful level of rejecting a customer orientation
towards one’s education. These results suggest that only a fraction of students actually
express this approach, while a substantial percentage outwardly reject it.
Finally, the Customer Orientation Scale scores were examined for group
differences. Demographic characteristics did not explain as much variance as students’
beliefs and planned behaviors did, suggesting that the extent to which students express a
customer orientation is not substantially based on their race, sex, first-generation status,
or level of concern about financing their education. Few meaningful differences were
found by demographic characteristics, beliefs, or planned behaviors, with the notable
exception being the level of planned college involvement. This variable accounted for
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twice the amount of variance as any other variable. Since prior literature has shown
college involvement to be associated with a number of positive educational outcomes
(Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005), this result suggests that a customer orientation may
negatively impact students educational lives.
Implications
This exploratory study has a number of implications concerning how higher
education scholars and practitioners understand the ways in which students approach
their education. The findings from this study also have particular implications regarding
the current understanding of students’ customer orientation, as well as the extent to which
free-market logic, and neoliberal ideology more broadly, has influenced students’
educational beliefs and planned behaviors. Moreover, the results of this study provide
important implications for higher education faculty and practitioners as they engage with
their students.
The Customer Orientation Scale: Informing the Understanding of Students
as Customers
The most substantial outcome of this exploratory study is the creation of the
Customer Orientation Scale, which is the first reliable measure of students’ customer
orientation towards their education. As discussed throughout this dissertation, existing
research on the extent to which students express a customer orientation had been quite
sparse, with the few studies that attempt to measure this phenomenon being riddled with
methodological issues and lacking accurate measures. Not surprisingly, without accurate
measures of a customer orientation, existing literature fails to describe convincingly the
pervasiveness of this approach towards education. This exploratory study has paved the
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way for researchers to remedy this considerable flaw in existing literature and collect
reliable data concerning the extensiveness of the customer approach towards education.
In doing so, the Customer Orientation Scale can enable researchers to more
comprehensively discuss the impact of free-market logic and neoliberal ideology on
higher education in the United States.
Further, this study was the first to demonstrate that the various manifestations of a
customer orientation discussed in the literature are associated with a single underlying
construct. Prior to this study, researchers had alleged that an extreme focus on grades
(George, 2007, Vogel, 1997), the prioritization of job training over general education
(Beatty, 2004; Clayson & Haley, 2005) and the view that education is a product
purchased by the student (Delucchi & Korgen, 2002; Fitzsimons, 2002; Titus, 2008) all
stemmed from the common source of a customer orientation. However, their assertions
were based largely on logical deductions from anecdotal information and theoretical
musings. This study has provided evidence that scholars’ assertions are correct, and it
has provided a comprehensive measure that captures the inter-relatedness of the beliefs
and planned behaviors that have been associated with a customer orientation.
In addition to enabling researchers to measure more accurately the extent to which
students express a customer orientation, this study has also provided the first data
concerning the pervasiveness of this approach towards education. Interestingly, the
overwhelming majority of entering first-year students did not express a customer
orientation, with only an extreme minority expressing this approach to a meaningful
degree. While these findings may not be generalizable to all college students, the fact
that so many students did not express a customer orientation suggests existing literature
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on the topic may be misrepresenting the omnipresence of this orientation in higher
education. This is not to say that such an approach does not exist, but only that these
results should give pause to scholars and researchers who discuss the customer
orientation as being embraced by all students.
Lastly, this study has demonstrated the heterogeneous extents to which different
groups of students express a customer orientation towards their education. The findings
that both sex and race significantly influence the extents to which students express a
customer approach add a new dimension to existing research, which had previously not
examined differences by demographic characteristics. Further, and not surprisingly, the
findings that pluralistic orientation and planned college involvement significantly
influence students’ customer orientation have shown that students’ beliefs and planned
behaviors are related to their educational orientation. Together, these results suggest
scholars who assume students have uniformly embraced a customer orientation are
misguided and present an oversimplified understanding of the manifestations of a
customer orientation in higher education.
Informing the Understanding of the Impact of Neoliberal Ideology on Higher
Education
Given the exploratory nature of this study, and the uneven development of
neoliberal ideology in higher education (Naidoo & Jamieson, 2005), readers should be
cautious to draw substantial conclusions concerning the ways in which these results
inform the understand of the impact of neoliberal ideology on higher education. No
matter how conclusive the results could have been, they would not substantiate claims
that neoliberal ideology has redefined higher education in the United States, nor would
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they dismiss such claims. The preceding statement is particularly true given that the
study explored the beliefs and planned behaviors of entering first-year college students,
who, aside from their time visiting campus and participating in new student orientation,
have yet to have any actual college experiences. As such, the results could only speak to
the impact of neoliberal ideology on the beliefs and behaviors of those who are about to
enter the institution.
With these stipulations noted, this study does suggest that entering first-year
students at UMass Amherst do not embrace free-market logic with regard to their
education. In addition to the implications from the findings that were described
previously, a possibly more substantial implication stems from the inconsistency in
students’ responses and concerns the way one understands the relationship between
students and neoliberal ideology. In general, students agreed with the abstract
manifestations of free-market logic with regard to education, but disagreed with the
particular manifestations of this logic when it came to their own personal education. This
finding substantially complicates the ways in which we understand the impact neoliberal
ideology has on college students by suggesting that researchers may want to separate
abstract ideas about education and students’ personal educational experiences as they
research the extent to which students express a customer orientation towards their
education. Further, these results suggest that neoliberal ideology may have influenced
students’ overall understandings of their educational world, but have not as substantially
affected students’ views and planned behaviors of their own education.
The findings of this study also have important implications regarding the idea of
contradictory consciousness and the manifestations of neoliberal ideology in colleges and
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universities in the United States. Researchers have accurately discussed the uneven
development of neoliberal ideology (Naidoo & Jamieson, 2005), and particularly freemarket logic, in higher education, but no one has discussed the ways in which those who
live, work, and study in institutions of higher education may hold simultaneously
contradictory beliefs. The findings of this study suggest that such a contradictory
consciousness may exist, which would have meaningful implications for both the ways in
which scholars understand the impact of neoliberal ideology on higher education and how
those involved in colleges and universities navigate between the beliefs of students,
faculty, and administrators, and their actions. For example, it may be that a faculty
member meaningfully rejects the application of free-market logic in higher education, yet
engages in academic capitalistic behaviors consistent with this logic. Such inconsistency
between views and actions may not represent deception or nefariousness, but instead a
genuinely conflicted understanding of the educational world and the individual’s place
within it. Most importantly, these results suggest that higher education researchers and
scholars must be aware of the possible inconsistencies in the views of those who they
study and avoid making sweeping generalizations of the ways in which the views of
students, faculty, or administrators have been influenced by neoliberal ideology.
Informing Practitioner and Faculty Engagement with Students
Aside from the implications on the theoretical understandings of students as
customers and the impact of neoliberal ideology on higher education, this study has
implications in the practical lives of faculty and student affairs practitioners. Importantly,
since this study concerned entering first-year college students, its practical implications
should be restricted to this population and will not necessarily extend to students once
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they arrive on campus in the fall. With this caveat noted, the results of this exploratory
study suggest that entering first-year students do not express a customer orientation
towards their education, and do not agree with a job-focused, grade prioritized,
extrinsically motivated education. The results are most immediately important for those
who work with new student orientation programs, as this is often the time in which
students make their first educational choices. By providing a more accurate depiction of
the approach students take towards their education, this study will enable those who work
with orientation programs to shape their interactions with students in a way that better
corresponds to the students’ beliefs and planned behaviors. This is not to say that
orientation programs should be structured to reinforce students’ beliefs, but only that
knowing the extent to which students express a customer orientation is essential for new
student orientation programs if they are to meaningful shape their activities and
interactions with students.
Of all those who work with entering first-year college students, this study has
most meaningful implications for academic advisors. Academic advisors help students
make some of their first educational decisions at the institution, and, to best aid in
students’ decision-making process, must have an accurate understanding of the approach
students bring towards their education. If these advisors gain their understanding of
college students from existing literature, they would believe students plan to choose
majors only in areas that will allow them to make a substantial amount of money,
prioritize grades over learning, expect their education to be given to them, and hold
various other beliefs associated with a customer orientation. Since advisors often have
limited amount of time with students, they may not have the opportunity to meaningfully
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engage with students and learn about the goals, motivations, and educational priorities of
each individual student. Instead, within an extremely short period of time, advisors must
help students choose a major, pick classes, and possibly identify extra-curricular
activities that would complement their coursework. Given these parameters, one would
assume that advisors rely on what they expect students’ educational beliefs and planned
behaviors to be to inform their interactions with students. With an inaccurate
understanding of students’ educational orientation, advisors may be guiding students to
make decisions in accordance with an orientation with which students do not express.
This study enables academic advisors to better understand their students and, as such,
provide more accurate and meaningful guidance as students make some of their first and
most important educational decisions.
This study may also have meaningful implications for faculty who teach first-year
students. Similar to academic advisors who can use the results of this study to inform
their interactions with students, the findings of this study enable faculty to understand the
educational orientation of their students and shape their pedagogy accordingly. If
students express a customer orientation and a passive approach to education, faculty
would have to adjust their teaching style accordingly (and hopefully in a way that
deliberately fosters an active role for students). Similarly, if students reject a customer
orientation, instructors may have more space with which to create and implement an
engaging pedagogy. Again, this is not to say that faculty should align their pedagogy
with the views of their students, but only that effective pedagogy will necessarily be
related to the students’ orientation. Further, this study provides faculty with the
opportunity to confront students if they begin to act in ways consistent with a customer
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orientation, but have previously rejected this approach to education. The tension between
students’ beliefs prior to entering the institution and behaviors while enrolled in it can be
used as a meaningful educational opportunity on which students can critically reflect on
their approach towards their education. Conversely, if faculty use the Customer
Orientation Scale and discover their students do express a customer orientation, the
faculty member could use this knowledge to preempt the negative educational behaviors
associated with this approach towards education.
Additionally, this study has shown that students may not express a customer
orientation nearly to the extent to which existing literature alleges they do. Since
entering first-year students may not have solidified their understanding of what is
expected of them, they may be constantly shifting their approach towards education to
correspond with what they perceive their faculty’s expectations of them to be. If faculty
are structuring their interactions with students based on existing literature that assumes a
customer orientation is prevalent throughout higher education, they may be inherently
promulgating a customer orientation to their students. Such a situation would work to
instill a customer orientation in students who had previously rejected this approach.
Since a customer orientation has been connected to a variety of negative educational
beliefs and behaviors, it is essential to ensure the faculty are not implicitly supporting this
approach towards education. This study has provided the best opportunity to ensure such
a situation will not exist.
Importantly, knowing that students do not necessarily express a customer
orientation will not in itself change the ways in which colleges and universities may treat
students as customers. If free-market logic has influenced faculty, staff, and
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administrators’ understandings of students, they may conceptualize students as customers
and treat them as such. As discussed previously, if students are treated as customers,
institutions may be creating the conditions to which they allege they are responding. The
findings from this study can be used by critical educators to demonstrate the inaccuracies
of institutional approaches that promulgate the idea that students are customers, and
provide evidence to help resist this conceptualization of students.
Limitations
Like all exploratory studies, this dissertation has a number of meaningful
limitations. The discussion of limitations is divided into two parts: (a) limitations
concerning the CIRP Freshman Survey instrument and data analysis, and (b) limitations
concerning the customer orientation items and analysis. I do not intend to provide an
exhaustive list of this study’s limitations, but instead highlight those limitations that may
have meaningfully influenced the results and discussion contained in this dissertation.
CIRP Freshman Survey Limitations
The most important limitation with regard to the CIRP Freshman Survey is a
potential issue with the wording of the “being very well off financially” item. Students
may not be differentiating between being very well off financially, which implies being
wealthy, with being simply well off financially, implying having a financially
comfortable lifestyle. Further, since the survey does not define what it means to be very
well off financially, it may mean substantially different things for different people.
Clearly, being very well off financially is consistent with free-market logic, while being
well off financially may not be as directly connected to this logic or neoliberal ideology.
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As such, the overwhelming percentage of students who report this item to be very well
off financially may not be expressing a view consistent with free-market logic.
Additionally, the examination of differences in students’ responses by
institutional characteristics was quite rudimentary. Aside from selectivity level, which
does relate to meaningful differences amongst institutions, public/private status and fouryear college/university status do not capture meaningful differences between institutions.
In other words, one would not expect meaningful differences in students who attend
universities compared to four-year colleges, or between those who attend private
institutions compared to public ones. If national data were reported by more meaningful
institutional characteristic, most notably liberal arts vs. research institutions, one may find
substantial differences in students’ responses.
A substantial limitation in the analysis of UMass Amherst CIRP Freshman Survey
data is the definition of certain demographic characteristics. Most notably, firstgeneration status is defined as a student whose parents have had no postsecondary
educational experiences, which groups students whose parent(s) have taken one college
course with students whose parent(s) both have terminal degrees. The construction of
this variable makes a discussion of non-first-generation students extremely problematic,
as one would assume meaningful differences within students whose parents have such
widely different educational experiences.
Further, interpreting responses on the “concern about finances” item is
problematic for a number of reasons. First, it is unclear if students have an accurate
understanding of the costs associated with their college education or their financial aid
awards. If they do not have accurate understandings of the amount of money it will take
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to finance their education, they will not be able to describe accurately the level of concern
they have about being able to come up with the necessary amount of money.
Additionally, it may be the case that students are not involved with the financing of their
education, and instead their parents are the ones who navigate through the financial
processes associated with students’ education. In such cases, students may have no
concern about being able to finance their education, but they have no understanding of
their parents’ financial situation, which will determine the ability to finance the students’
education. Lastly, level of concern about finances may not be a meaningful indicator of
students’ financial situation, as low SES students can receive need-based financial aid
and all students can receive substantial amount of loan aid. As such, students that may
incur tens of thousands of dollars in debt but have no concern about being able to finance
their education will be grouped with students who receive substantial merit-based aid, as
well as those whose parents pay for the entirety of their college education. With such
drastically different types of students fitting into the same response category, interpreting
the results of this item and using it to discover differences in students attitudes, beliefs, or
behaviors, may be problematic.
Customer Orientation Limitations
Item construction is much more of an art than a science, and newly constructed
items need to be constantly refined. The items utilized in this study are no different.
While they were derived directly from the literature, it may be that those who discuss a
customer orientation towards education embellish the extent to which this orientation
exists as well as the extreme ways in which it manifests in college students. As such, the
results of this analysis may point more to the inaccuracies of the claims made in the
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literature than the rejections of a customer orientation by students. Given the exploratory
nature of the study and the lack of comprehensive pre-testing of the items, these results
clearly beg for confirmation through further research.
The results of this exploratory study suggest students are inconsistent with their
responses; they agree with the abstract form of a customer orientation but disagree with
the particular manifestations of this orientation in their own education. While this
inconsistency has been discussed as an indicator of a contradictory consciousness, it may
also be the result of question wording. With regard to students-as-customer individual
items, the different general responses to these items may be due to the fact that the item
concerning students’ customer identity on campus included the word “primarily,” while
the item concerning education being a product did not contain such a qualifier. This term
was added to the first item to avoid confusion regarding the different aspects of the
institution and the different relationships students have with these various aspects. For
instance, students may feel like customers of dining services or parking services, and the
relationship between students and these auxiliary services of the institutions often does
take the form of customer and service provider. At the same time, students may not feel
like customers when they are in class, engage with faculty members, or engage in
extracurricular activities. If students were simply asked if they view themselves as
customers of the University (as previous researchers have done), they may have
conflicting responses. To remove this potential difficulty, I chose to ask students if they
viewed themselves primarily as customers. The second item, concerning education being
a product, was created with the intent of assessing students views concerning their entire
education. By not separating academic aspects from auxiliary aspects, this item was
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designed to measure students’ overall views concerning education being a product.
While both items were designed to measure students’ views regarding their overall
education, the different wordings may have led to different responses.
Concerning students’ views of jobs and money, the inconsistency of responses
concerning a career-centered education may be explained also by the particular wording
of the items, with students agreeing with moderately worded items and disagreeing with
strongly worded items (in a similar way to that of students views of themselves as
customers and education as a product). After all, it is difficult to compare the belief that
college is more about job training than a general education with the view that you are due
a refund of your tuition and fees if you cannot find a job after you graduate.
As discussed in Chapter 3 with regard to the item creation process, I deliberately
built strength into each item, in accordance with best practices in attitudinal item creation
(Dillman, 2007; Sudman & Bradburn, 1982). Since respondents rarely reply at either
extreme of the response scale, researchers cannot rely solely on the response scale to
identify the strength of respondents’ beliefs (Sudman & Bradburn, 1982). This issue
becomes even more important with a five-point response scale, which was the only
option for this research. With this potential issue in mind, I created very strongly worded
items. Importantly, even as the items were strongly worded, they still corresponded to
the claims made in the literature. However, the wording may have resulted in items that
would not correspond to any real-world educational scenarios. If the items were not
expressions of actual students’ beliefs and behaviors, responses would not help unearth
the pervasiveness of a customer orientation in higher education, but only provide
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evidence to combat the extreme claims made in the literature. Further, such strongly
worded items may lead to increased social desirability bias.
Finally, it may be that the measures included in the Customer Orientation Scale
may not be accurate accounts of such an orientation. Given that the items were designed
after an exhaustive review of the literature on students as customers, I am confident that
they correspond with the literature on students as customers. However, since the
literature is not well grounded in research, assertions made within it may be inaccurate.
If claims made in the literature were misguided, then the items included in this analysis
may not be accurate measures of a customer approach towards education.
Future Research
Like most exploratory studies, this investigation leaves more questions than
provides answers, and as such yields a number of different areas for future research.
Most importantly, researchers should replicate this study to determine the validity of the
Customer Orientation Scale (COS). While the items’ pattern/structure coefficients were
above the minimum levels for items to weigh meaningfully on a factor and reliability
statistics were impressive, no scale should be automatically accepted based on a single
study at a single institution. Given that the COS scale was the most important outcome
of this study, its confirmation should be the highest priority for future research on
students as customers.
Once the Customer Orientation Scale is confirmed, future research should explore
differences in the extents to which students express a customer orientation by more
meaningful demographic characteristics than those utilized in this study. The CIRP
Freshman Survey provides limited reliable demographic information, which restricted the
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ability to analyze students COS scores by potentially meaningful student characteristics.
Most importantly, future research should explore differences in COS scores by economic
class, financial aid award level (merit-based and need-based), and students’ academic
ability. Further, future research should examine differences in students’ overall COS
scores, as well as differences by demographic characteristics, by various institutional
types. Importantly, these studies should move beyond the simple dichotomies of
institutional types provided in the yearly CIRP Freshman Survey reports and in doing so
help discover the uneven impact of free-market logic on entering first-year college
students.
An additional area of future research should examine the ways in which the
college experience influences the extent to which students express a customer orientation
towards their education. This could be done through a longitudinal study that tracks
students’ COS scores beginning during summer orientation, then again during the end of
their sophomore year, and lastly prior to graduation. It could also measure the extents to
which students engage in various educational activities, and help determine which
particular college experiences relate to the extent to which students express a customer
orientation, as well as the ways in which these experiences help alter students’ approach
towards their education. Particular attention should be given to measures of college
involvement, as this study has shown planned involvement to explain the greatest amount
of variance in COS scores.
Further, once the COS scale is confirmed as a reliable measure of the extent to
which students express a customer orientation, researchers should examine the
relationship between COS scores and the negative behaviors associated with a customer
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orientation. To date, these behaviors have only been connected to a customer orientation
in an abstract way. If researchers could demonstrate that students who express a
customer orientation engage in negative educational behaviors to a greater degree than
those who do not express this approach towards education, it would provide substantial
cause for educators to fight against the conceptualization of students as customers.
Further, connecting COS scores to educational behaviors would provide additional
evidence concerning the general impact of free-market logic and neoliberal ideology on
higher education.
Future research should also examine the extent to which faculty and staff believe
students express a customer orientation. Altering the items in the COS scale to suit this
purpose would allow researchers to examine the accurateness of faculty and staffs’
understandings of students’ approach towards education. Additionally, researchers
should examine the ways in which faculty and staff beliefs concerning the approach
students take towards their education influences their engagement with students. By
knowing both the accuracy of faculty and staffs’ beliefs concerning students’ educational
orientation and the extent to which these beliefs shape their interactions with students,
researchers can examine the extent to which faculty and staff reinforce or resist a
customer orientation.
Lastly, quantitative research concerning the extent to which students express a
customer orientation towards their education can only provide an understanding of the
breadth of this approach, but cannot convey with much detail the depth and impact of this
educational orientation. Once researchers gain a fundamental understanding of the
pervasiveness of a customer approach towards education, research should shift to
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qualitative studies that can provide a more comprehensive and meaningful description of
a customer orientation and its impact on college students.
Conclusion
This exploratory study offers the first composite measure of the extent to which
students express a customer orientation towards their education and in doing so enables
researchers to measure more accurately the pervasiveness of this educational approach.
This study also provided the first data on the prevalence of a customer orientation, and
importantly found that it was not as substantial as had been suggested in the literature.
Lastly, it demonstrated that the extent to which students express a customer orientation is
influenced by various demographic characteristics, beliefs, and planned behaviors.
Implications for our understanding of the conceptualization of students as customers and
for our general understanding of the impact of free-market logic and neoliberal ideology
on higher education were presented, as were implications for faculty and practitioners’
interactions with students. Given the exploratory nature of the study and the particular
parameters in which the study took place, it contained numerous limitations. These
limitations must be kept in mind when attempting to draw conclusions from the results of
the study. Further, because this is an exploratory study, it has demonstrated the need for
a substantial amount of future research. If such researcher is conducted, the results could
combine to provide considerable data concerning the prevalence of a customer
orientation towards education, as well as the impact of this orientation on students’
educational experiences. Together, these studies could put forth an understanding of the
impact of free-market logic on college students, and in doing so, fill a key gap in the
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current literature concerning the influence of neoliberal ideology on higher education in
the United States.
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APPENDIX A
INFORMED CONSENT
Study of the Manifestations and Impact of Free-Market Logic on First-Year
College Students
CONSENT FOR VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION
I volunteer to participate in this qualitative study and understand that:
1. I will be part of a focus group conducted by Daniel Saunders using a loosely
structured format consisting of four general topic areas.
2. The topics I will be discussing address my views on issues related to the logic
students use to make their educational decisions, as well as the impact of this
rationality on students goals, motivations, identity, and views concerning the
purpose of higher education. I understand that the primary purpose of this
research is to identify ways in and extent to which economic rationality
manifests in college students.
3. The focus group will be recorded to facilitate analysis of the data.
4. My name will not be used, nor will I be identified personally in any way.
5. I may withdraw from part or all of this study at any time.
6. I understand that results from this research may be included in Daniel
Saunders’ doctoral dissertation and may also be included in manuscripts
submitted to professional journals for publication and presented at meetings of
professional associations.
7. Because of the small number of participants, approximately seven, I
understand there is some risk that I may be identified as a participant of this
study.
8. If you have any questions about the focus group, the methodology of the
study, or any other area of the research project you can contact me at
dsaunder@educ.umass.edu or the chair of my committee, Gary Malaney, at
malaney@educ.umass.edu.
____________________________ ___________________________
Researchers’ Signature
Participant’s Signature
________________
________________
Date
Date
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APPENDIX B
FOCUS GROUP SCRIPT
Good Evening,
Thanks so much for agreeing to participate in tonight’s focus group. My name is Dan
Saunders and I’m a doctoral candidate here at UMass Amherst. I am currently in the
process of completing my dissertation, which investigates why first-year students go to
college, why they choose their particular majors, and how they view themselves as
members of campus. As I attempt to answer these questions, I believe it is very
important to seek out the perspectives of academic advisors because you engage regularly
with first-year students as they shape their educational experience at the university.
I have four general topical areas that I would like to explore with you. Throughout our
conversation, it would be helpful for you to ground your comments in your interactions
with students, and highlight particular experiences that help illustrate your points.
I have distributed and collected a written consent form that indicated that today’s
discussion will be recorded, and I outlined confidentiality issues pertaining to this
research. I will be the only person who reads the transcript of this conversation and I
intend to use it to help me create items for a survey of first-year students.
I thought we could start with some brief introductions – tell us (1) where you went/are
going to college – both for your undergraduate and any graduate degrees, (2) your
academic major/area of study, (3) your current position at the university, and (4) how
long you have been in that position.
I’d like to start off with a general discussion of the motivations and goals of the students
with whom you work.
1. Based on your interactions with students, why do students go to college?
Follow-up question:
a.) Why do they choose UMass? What factors influence their decision?
b.) How often do students talk about money: (1) the cost of their
education, (2) the amount of debt they will be in after they graduate, or
(3) making money after college?
c.) How important is it for them to make money after they graduate?
How important are the non-monetary benefits of college, such as
developing a meaningful philosophy of life? Do students talk about the
greater social good when discussing their education? What makes you
think this?
2. Based on your interactions with students, do students appear to think of
themselves as customers of the university?
Continued…
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APPENDIX B, continued
a. Do they seem to think in the traditional “customer knows best” way? Do
they expect customer satisfaction more than learning/developing?
b. Do you see differences by race, class, or gender in these areas?
c. Do you think students expect faculty and staff to ensure they succeed
academically? Do they believe the responsibility is primarily their own?
d. Do you feel students expect to graduate without having to do much work?
3. Based on your interactions with students concerning their choice of academic
major, what do you think influences their decisions?
a. Do you think students are choosing majors that they think will provide
them with good job opportunities over those in whey they show a genuine
interest? Can you think of specific examples?
b. Do you feel that students are genuinely interested in the majors they
choose or plan to choose? Do they show a general apathy to a specific
course of study? Would they take the easiest major that will help them get
a good job than follow a specific area of interest?
c. Do you see differences by race, class, or gender in these areas?
4. What influences students educational decision-making – their course selection,
extra-curricular activities, joining a RAP, etc.
a. Do students appear to use a cost/benefit analysis to make their educational
decisions? What makes you think this/are there specific examples you can
think of?
b. What level of influence do parents have over students’ educational
decisions? To what extent do students make their own decisions? To
what extent to other people – parents, advisors, peers – make decisions for
them?
c. Do you see differences by race, class, or gender in these areas?
5. How long do your meetings with students last? How often do you meet with a
particular student?
6. Do you have any other thoughts or opinions about the things we have discussed
that you would like to share?
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APPENDIX C
UMASS AMHERST INSTITUTIONAL ITEM INSTRUCTIONS
INTRODUCTION TO THE 2010 CIRP FRESHMAN SURVEY

PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING BEFORE COMPLETING THE SURVEY

Welcome to UMass Amherst and thank you for participating in this important, ongoing research project. The 2010 CIRP Freshman Survey that you are about to complete
was prepared by UCLA’s Higher Education Research Institute and the American Council
on Education. Many first-year college students across the country participate every year.
The purpose of the survey is to find out more about our entering students so UMass
Amherst is better able to meet your needs.

All of your answers are completely CONFIDENTIAL. Please provide your
name, address, and 8-digit UMass Student ID number so that the researchers at UCLA
can contact you at some later date for a follow-up study. If you come to a question that
you prefer not to answer, skip it and go on. Of course, your responses will be used only
for research purposes. Individual data are not analyzed, but rather are merged with the
data from the entire incoming class.

On the reverse side of this sheet is a set of UMass-specific survey questions.
When you get to the bottom of the final page of the survey instrument, please take the
time to provide answers to this set of questions in the designated area. You will see that
each of the numbered UMass questions —#44 through #62 — corresponds to a numbered
set of response bubbles.

Some students are completing this survey in a proctored room. Those students
should turn in the completed surveys to the proctor. Other students who have scheduling
conflicts are completing this survey in their spare time. Before leaving campus, those
students should place the completed surveys in the boxes available at sign out in the
lobbies of the residence halls.

Thank you for your help and cooperation.

ADDITIONAL UMASS AMHERST QUESTIONS ON REVERSE - - - - ->
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APPENDIX D
CUSTOMER ORIENTATION ITEMS
Additional UMass Amherst Questions21
Summer 2010
To answer these “UMass Amherst” questions, please use the extra bubbles —
#44 to #62 — located at the bottom of the last page of your survey booklet.

For the set of statements, please use the scale below. For example, if you agree
strongly, mark bubble A, if you neither agree nor disagree, mark bubble C, etc.
A

B

Agree
Strongly

Agree
Somewhat

C
Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

D

E

Disagree
Somewhat

Disagree
Strongly

44.

I think of my college education as a product I am purchasing.

45.

I only want to learn things in my courses that will help me in my future career.

46.

If I could get a well-paying job without going to college, I would not be here.

47.

As long as I complete all of my assignments, I deserve a good grade in a course.

48.

Concerning UMass Amherst, I think of myself primarily as a customer of the
University.

49.

For me, it is more important to get a good grade in a course than it is to learn the
material.

50.

It is more important for me to have a high paying career than one I really like.

51.

My professors should round up my final course grade one or two points if I am
close to the next letter grade.

52.

Developing my critical thinking skills is only important if it helps me with my
career.

53.

I will only major in something that will help me earn a lot of money.
Continued…
21

These items were all on the reverse side of the instruction page. Given the
formatting restrictions of this dissertation, they now span multiple pages.
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APPENDIX D, continued

54.

While at UMass, I am going to try to take the easiest courses possible.

55.

The financial returns on my education are not very important to me.

56.

For me, college is more of a place to get training for a specific career than to gain a
general education.

57.

If I cannot get a good job after I graduate, I should be able to have some of my
tuition and fees refunded.

58.

Because I will have paid to attend UMass, the University will owe me a degree.

59.

If I cannot earn a lot of money after I graduate, I will have wasted my time at
UMass.

60.

The main purpose of my college education should be maximizing my ability to
earn money.

61.

For the most part, education is something I receive, not something I create.

62.

It is part of my professors’ job to make sure I pass my courses.

**Please leave #63 blank**

203

TABLES
Table 3.1: Response Rates for UMass Amherst CIRP Freshmen Year Survey
Year
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1977
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009

Respondents (n)
3005
3102
3089
2732
2715
2925
2798
3331
2770
2909
3735
3567
3936
3876
3790
3761
3518
3332
2999
3392
3552
3580
3588
3463
3515
3495
3596
3701
2812
3367
3363
2535
3493
3318
2773
3163

Population (N)
3665
3463
3678
3778
3737
4078
3890
4213
4109
4321
3944
4046
4243
4104
4019
4051
3836
3581
3303
3894
3816
3910
3852
3979
3732
3864
4056
4202
3331
4067
4215
4389
4154
4248
4108
4076
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Response Rate
82.0%
89.6%
84.0%
72.3%
72.7%
71.7%
71.9%
79.1%
67.4%
67.3%
94.7%
88.2%
92.8%
94.4%
94.3%
92.8%
91.7%
93.0%
90.8%
87.1%
93.1%
91.6%
93.1%
87.0%
94.2%
90.5%
88.7%
88.1%
84.4%
82.8%
79.8%
57.8%
84.1%
78.1%
67.5%
77.6%

Table 3.2: Definition of CIRP Constructs*
Pluralistic Orientation measures skills and dispositions appropriate for living and working in a
diverse society.
Contains the following items:
Rate yourself on each of the following traits as compared with the average person your age:
•
•
•
•
•

Ability to work cooperatively with others
Tolerance of others with different beliefs
Openness to having my views challenged
Ability to discuss and negotiate controversial issues
Ability to see the world from someone else’s perspective

Social Agency measures the extent to which students value political and social involvement as a
personal goal
Contains the following items:
Indicate the importance to you personally of each of the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Participating in a community action program
Helping to promote racial understanding
Becoming a community leader
Influencing social values
Helping others who are in difficulty
Keeping up to date with political affairs

Likelihood of College Involvement is a unified measure of students’ expectations about their
involvement in college life generally.
Contains the following items:
What is your best guess as to the chances that you will:
•
•
•
•
•

Participate in student clubs/groups
Participate in a volunteer or community service group
Socialize with someone of another race/ethnic group
Participate in a study about program
Participate in student government

*Quoted directly from Pryor et. al. (2010), p 48.
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Table 4.1: National Data on the Importance of Developing a Meaningful
Philosophy of Life as Essential or Very Important by Institutional Type
Institutional Type

1972

2009

All Students

70.8%

48.0%

-22.8

4 Year College Students
University Students

74.6%
75.2%

46.9%
49.9%

-27.7
-25.3

4 Year Public College Students
4 Year Private Nonsectarian College
Students

72.6%
77.3%

45.2%
50.6%

-27.4
-26.7

Public University Students
Private University Students

74.4%
78.3%

48.1%
56.2%

-26.3
-22.1

Public College Selectivity*
Low
Medium
High

69.8%
68.2%
72.5%

46.2%
44.5%
44.9%

-23.6
-23.7
-27.6

Private Nonsectarian College Selectivity*
Low Selective
Medium Selective
High Selective
Very High Selective

72.5%
72.1%
75.2%
75.9%

47.7%
44.8%
48.7%
61.6%

-24.8
-27.3
-26.5
-14.3

*Data were first reported by institutional selectivity in 1974
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Change in % from
1972 -2009

Table 4.2: National Data on the Importance of Being Very Well Off
Financially as Essential or Very Important By Institutional Type
Institutional Type

1972

2009

All Students

41.2%

78.1%

+36.9

4 Year College Students
University Students

39.2%
38.0%

77.7%
78.8%

+38.5
+40.8

4 Year Public College Students
4 Year Private Nonsectarian College
Students

40.6%
36.2%

80.0%
74.1%

+39.4
+37.9

Public University Students
Private University Students

37.6%
39.7%

79.8%
74.8%

+42.2
+35.1

Public College Selectivity*
Low
Medium
High

48.3%
45.1%
46.1%

84.6%
80.5%
76.2%

+36.3
+35.4
+30.1

Private Nonsectarian College Selectivity*
Low Selective
Medium Selective
High Selective
Very High Selective

44.1%
42.8%
39.8%
31.2%

83.1%
78.3%
74.5%
60.2%

+39.0
+35.5
+34.7
+29.0

*Data were first reported by institutional selectivity in 1974
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Change in % from
1972 -2009

Table 4.3: UMass Amherst Data on the Importance of Developing a
Meaningful Philosophy of Life as Essential or Very Important by Student
Demographic Characteristics
Demographic Characteristic

1971

2009

Change in % from
1971 -2009

All Students

79.0%

46.7%

-32.3

Men
Women

74.4%
84.3%

40.8%
46.1%

-33.6
-38.2

White
Not White

79.4%
58.1%

45.5%
44.8%

-33.9
-13.3

First Generation
Not First Generation

78.0%
79.5%

41.0%
47.6%

-37.0
-31.9

Humanities & Fine Arts
School of Management

86.0%
60.9%

58.4%
39.8%

-27.6
-21.1

Concern about Finances: None
Concern about Finances: Some
Concern about Finances: Major

75.1%
79.9%
82.0%

43.6%
47.7%
51.1%

-31.5
-32.2
-30.9
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Table 4.4: UMass Amherst Data on the Importance of Being Very Well Off
Financially as Essential or Very Important By Student Demographic
Characteristics
Demographic Characteristic

1971

2009

Change in % from
1971 -2009

All Students

31.3%

79.3%

+48.0

Men
Women

41.3%
19.8%

82.5%
76.7%

+41.2
+56.9

White
Not White

31.0%
44.2%

79.1%
85.7%

+48.1
+41.5

First Generation
Not First Generation

31.1%
31.8%

86.3%
78.2%

+55.2
+46.4

Humanities & Fine Arts
School of Management

23.5%
64.5%

58.6%
89.0%

+35.1
+24.5

Concern about Finances: None
Concern about Finances: Some
Concern about Finances: Major

33.9%
30.4%
29.7%

78.8%
78.6%
85.0%

+44.9
+48.2
+55.3
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Table 4.5: Demographic Information for UMass Amherst Students from
1971 to 2009
Demographic Characteristic

1971

2009

Male
Female

53.2%
46.8%

45.7%
54.3%

7.5

White*
Not White

98.5%
1.5%

85.1%
14.9%

13.4

First Generation
Not First Generation

33.7%
66.3%

14.9%
85.1%

18.8

Humanities & Fine Arts
School of Management

10.5%
5.6%

8.0%
19.4%

2.5
-13.8

Concern about Finances: None
Concern about Finances: Some
Concern about Finances: Major

23.7%
63.3%
13.0%

29.8%
60.6%
9.6%

-6.10
2.70
3.4

* Only includes those who responded to Race question

210

Change in % from 1971 2009

Table 4.6: Customer Orientation Item Responses
Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree
(3)

Disagree
Somewhat
(4)

Disagree
Strongly
(5)

23.5%
(629)

13.8%
(368)

8.5%
(227)

24.9%
(666)

15.4%
(412)

31.0%
(830)

16.1%
(430)

8.0%
(214)

14.4%
(386)

19.3%
(515)

28.8%
(771)

29.5%
(788)

As long as I complete all of my
assignments, I deserve a good grade
in a course

8.8%
(236)

33.7%
(900)

29.0%
(776)

23.4%
(625)

5.1%
(137)

Concerning UMass Amherst, I think
of myself primarily as a customer of
the University

5.6%
(149)

16.0%
(427)

36.5%
(975)

28.6%
(765)

13.4%
(358)

For me, it is more important to get a
good grade in a course than it is to
learn the material

5.0%
(134)

15.6%
(416)

26.5%
(709)

36.7%
(982)

16.2%
(433)

It is more important for me to have
a high paying career than one I
really like

4.8%
(129)

14.7%
(392)

22.1%
(591)

31.8%
(850)

26.6%
(712)

My professors should round up my
final course grade one or two points
if I am close to the next letter grade

23.9%
(638)

34.4%
(921)

28.9%
(772)

9.2%
(246)

3.6%
(97)

Developing my critical thinking
skills is only important if it helps
me with my career

7.7%
(205)

14.9%
(398)

19.6%
(525)

36.6%
(980)

21.2%
(566)

4.8%
(128)

18.8%
(502)

22.0%
(589)

31.3%
(838)

23.1%
(617)

1.1%
(29)

4.5%
(119)

15.6%
(416)

42.6%
(1138)

36.4%
(972)

Agree
Strongly
(1)

Agree
Somewhat
(2)

I think of my college education as a
product I am purchasing

20.0%
(534)

34.3%
(916)

I only want to learn things in my
courses that will help me in my
future career

12.6%
(336)

If I could get a well-paying job
without going to college, I would
not be here

I will only major in something that
will help me earn a lot of money
While at UMass I am going to try to
take the easiest courses possible
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Table 4.6, continued
Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree
(3)

Disagree
Somewhat
(4)

Disagree
Strongly
(5)

29.0%
(775)

37.6%
(1005)

22.8%
(611)

30.3%
(809)

28.4%
(759)

23.9%
(639)

7.5%
(201)

5.2%
(138)

14.5%
(388)

28.9%
(774)

28.2%
(754)

23.2%
(620)

Because I will have paid to attend
UMass, the University will owe me
a degree

3.2%
(86)

9.1%
(243)

25.0%
(668)

33.4%
(893)

29.3%
(784)

If I cannot earn a lot of money after
I graduate, I will have wasted my
time at UMass

3.1%
(82)

10.6%
(284)

20.3%
(543)

36.5%
(976)

29.5%
(789)

The main purpose of my college
education should be maximizing my
ability to earn money

7.3%
(196)

24.9%
(666)

26.3%
(702)

24.9%
(665)

16.6%
(445)

For the most part, education is
something I receive, not something
I create

4.5%
(120)

16.8%
(450)

33.2%
(888)

30.5%
(815)

15.0%
(401)

It is part of my professors’ job to
make sure I pass my courses

5.1%
(137)

20.9%
(558)

26.2%
(700)

27.8%
(743)

20.0%
(536)

The financial returns on my
education are not very important to
me

Agree
Strongly
(1)

Agree
Somewhat
(2)

2.8%
(75)

7.8%
(208)

For me, college is more of a place to 9.9%
(266)
get training for a specific career
than to gain a general education
If I cannot get a good job after I
graduate, I should be able to have
some of my tuition and fees
refunded
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Table 4.7: Descriptive Statistics for Customer Orientation Items (N = 2674)
Mean

Median

SD

2.57

2.00

1.196

I only want to learn things in my courses that will help
me in my future career

3.13

3.00

1.299

If I could get a well-paying job without going to
college, I would not be here

3.57

4.00

1.266

As long as I complete all of my assignments, I deserve
a good grade in a course

2.82

3.00

1.048

Concerning UMass Amherst, I think of myself
primarily as a customer of the University

3.28

3.00

1.061

For me, it is more important to get a good grade in a
course than it is to learn the material

3.44

4.00

1.087

It is more important for me to have a high paying
career than one I really like

3.61

4.00

1.164

My professors should round up my final course grade
one or two points if I am close to the next letter grade

2.34

2.00

1.051

Developing my critical thinking skills is only
important if it helps me with my career

3.49

4.00

1.196

I will only major in something that will help me earn a
lot of money

3.49

4.00

1.172

While at UMass I am going to try to take the easiest
courses possible

4.09

4.00

.887

The financial returns on my education are not very
important to me

3.70

4.00

.996

For me, college is more of a place to get training for a
specific career than to gain a general education

2.89

3.00

1.108

Item*
I think of my college education as a product I am
purchasing

* See Table 4.6 for response coding
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Table 4.7, continued
Mean

Median

SD

If I cannot get a good job after I graduate, I should be
able to have some of my tuition and fees refunded

3.50

4.00

1.146

Because I will have paid to attend UMass, the
University will owe me a degree

3.77

4.00

1.068

If I cannot earn a lot of money after I graduate, I will
have wasted my time at UMass

3.79

4.00

1.074

The main purpose of my college education should be
maximizing my ability to earn money

3.19

3.00

1.193

For the most part, education is something I receive,
not something I create

3.35

3.00

1.064

It is part of my professors’ job to make sure I pass my
courses

3.37

3.00

1.166

Item*

* See Table 4.6 for response coding
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Table 4.8: Eigenvalues Resulting from Factor Analysis of Customer
Orientation Items
Factor

Initial Eigenvalues

1

Total
5.934

% of
Variance
31.234

Cumulative
%
31.234

2

1.373

7.226

3

1.170

4

Extraction Sums of Squared
Loadings

Rotation
Sums of
Squared
Loadings

Total
5.359

% of
Variance
28.204

Cumulative
%
28.204

Total
4.821

38.460

.769

4.045

32.250

3.853

6.159

44.619

.646

3.398

35.648

2.499

1.127

5.932

50.551

.431

2.266

37.914

.682

5

.989

5.205

55.756

6

.943

4.963

60.720

7

.853

4.489

65.208

8

.723

3.806

69.015

9

.696

3.665

72.680

10

.661

3.476

76.157

11

.624

3.286

79.443

12

.598

3.147

82.590

13

.591

3.109

85.699

14

.575

3.029

88.728

15

.488

2.570

91.298

16

.482

2.537

93.835

17

.448

2.357

96.192

18

.386

2.033

98.225

19
.337
1.775
100.000
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.
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Table 4.9: Eigenvalues Resulting from Factor Analysis of Parallel Analysis
Random Data
Factor
Extraction Sums of Squared
Loadings

Initial Eigenvalues

Rotation
Sums of
Squared
Loadings

1

Total
1.162

% of
Variance
6.116

Cumulative
%
Total
6.116
.287

% of
Variance
1.509

Cumulative
%
Total
1.509
.241

2

1.135

5.973

12.089

.278

1.461

2.970

.232

3

1.123

5.911

18.000

.247

1.298

4.267

.240

4

1.092

5.746

23.746

.216

1.139

5.406

.228

5

1.068

5.624

29.370

.190

1.001

6.407

.210

6

1.061

5.586

34.956

.168

.883

7.289

.178

7

1.051

5.531

40.487

.152

.798

8.088

.177

8

1.028

5.411

45.898

9

1.010

5.318

51.216

.120
.110

.630
.576

8.717
9.294

.164
.160

10

.993

5.227

56.443

11

.989

5.208

61.651

12

.980

5.157

66.808

13

.958

5.044

71.852

14

.932

4.907

76.760

15

.925

4.871

81.630

16

.906

4.770

86.400

17

.887

4.669

91.069

18

.858

4.515

95.584

19

.839
4.416
100.000
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.
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Table 4.10: Factor Analysis Pattern/Structure Matrix
Factor
1
The main purpose of my college education should be maximizing my ability to earn
money

.724

I will only major in something that will help me earn a lot of money

.687

If I cannot earn a lot of money after I graduate, I will have wasted my time at UMass

.670

It is more important for me to have a high paying career than one I really like

.642

Because I will have paid to attend UMass, the University will owe me a degree

.581

Developing my critical thinking skills is only important if it helps me with my career

.573

For me, it is more important to get a good grade in a course than it is to learn the
material

.550

While at UMass I am going to try to take the easiest courses possible

.535

For the most part, education is something I receive, not something I create

.529

If I could get a well-paying job without going to college, I would not be here

.526

I only want to learn things in my courses that will help me in my future career

.507

If I cannot get a good job after I graduate, I should be able to have some of my
tuition and fees refunded

.499

For me, college is more of a place to get training for a specific career than to gain a
general education

.473

Concerning UMass Amherst, I think of myself primarily as a customer of the
University

.467

As long as I complete all of my assignments I deserve a good grade in a course

.449

It is part of my professors’ job to make sure I pass my courses

.433

I think of my college education as a product I am purchasing

.363

My professors should round up my final course grade one or two points if I am close
to the next letter grade

.356

The financial returns on my education are not very important to me (reverse coded)

.007
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Table 4.11: Alpha Reliability Item-Total Statistics
Scale
Scale
Corrected Cronbach's
Mean Variance Item-Total
Alpha if
if Item if Item Correlation
Item
Deleted Deleted
Deleted
I think of my college education as a product I am
purchasing

57.10

121.996

.346

.875

I only want to learn things in my courses that will
help me in my future career

56.53

117.313

.482

.870

If I could get a well-paying job without going to
college, I would not be here

56.09

117.482

.491

.870

As long as I complete all of my assignments I
deserve a good grade in a course

56.84

121.476

.433

.872

Concerning UMass Amherst, I think of myself
primarily as a customer of the University

56.38

120.866

.453

.871

For me, it is more important to get a good grade
in a course than it is to learn the material

56.23

119.238

.511

.869

It is more important for me to have a high paying
career than one I really like

56.06

116.478

.586

.866

My professors should round up my final course
grade one or two points if I am close to the next
letter grade

57.32

123.580

.337

.875

Developing my critical thinking skills is only
important if it helps me with my career

56.18

117.293

.534

.868

I will only major in something that will help me
earn a lot of money

56.17

115.428

.626

.864

Continued…
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Table 4.11, continued
Scale
Scale
Corrected Cronbach's
Mean if Variance Item-Total
Alpha if
Item
if Item Correlation
Item
Deleted Deleted
Deleted
While at UMass I am going to try to take the
easiest courses possible

55.58

122.067

.495

.870

For me, college is more of a place to get training
for a specific career than to gain a general
education

56.78

120.500

.445

.871

If I cannot get a good job after I graduate, I
should be able to have some of my tuition and
fees refunded

56.17

119.517

.468

.870

Because I will have paid to attend UMass, the
University will owe me a degree

55.90

118.755

.544

.868

If I cannot earn a lot of money after I graduate, I
will have wasted my time at UMass

55.88

117.088

.616

.865

The main purpose of my college education
should be maximizing my ability to earn money

56.48

114.155

.666

.862

For the most part, education is something I
receive, not something I create

56.32

119.909

.494

.869

It is part of my professors’ job to make sure I
pass my courses

56.30

120.802

.406

.873
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Table 4.12: Customer Orientation Scale* Descriptive Statistics
N
Mean
Median
Std. Deviation
Skewness
Std. Error of Skewness
Kurtosis
Std. Error of Kurtosis
Minimum
Maximum
Percentiles

Valid
Missing

2674
0
3.3147
3.3333
.63964
-.199
.047
.053
.095
1.00
4.94
2.8889
3.3333
3.7778

25
50
75

* Mean scale scores corresponding to the response scale defined in Table 4.6.

Scores > 3.00 indicate rejection of a customer orientation, while scores < 3.00 indicate an
expression of a customer orientation
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Table 4.13: Descriptive statistics for ANOVA Independent Variables
Variable

Groups

N

Mean*

SD

Gender

Male
Female
Total

1321
1346
2667

3.1993
3.4278
3.3146

.64688
.61267
.64001

White
Not White
Total

403
2271
2674

3.1195
3.3494
3.3147

.69919
.62229
.63964

No
Yes
Total

2263
382
2645

3.3466
3.1283
3.3150

.63321
.65390
.64073

Disagree strongly
Disagree somewhat
Agree somewhat
Agree strongly
Total

191
385
1190
867
2633

3.3842
3.3609
3.3198
3.2644
3.3122

.68283
.61605
.62704
.65705
.64046

None
Some
Major
Total

807
1594
242
2643

3.3344
3.3260
3.1621
3.3135

.64175
.62862
.70402
.64144

Arts and Humanities
Business
Other Major
Total

303
521
1850
2674

3.5871
3.0913
3.3331
3.3147

.60929
.57594
.64109
.63964

Far right or Conservative
Middle-of-the-road
Far left or Liberal
Total

375
1169
998
2542

3.1852
3.2680
3.4196
3.3153

.61285
.60998
.65993
.63639

Race

First Gen

Econ Situation

Financial Concern

Major

Political Views

Scores > 3.00 indicate rejection of a customer orientation, while scores < 3.00
indicate an expression of a customer orientation
Continued…
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Table 4.13, continued
Variable

Groups

N

Mean*

SD

Pluralistic Orientation

Low
Average
High
Total

798
1254
604
2656

3.1923
3.3172
3.4670
3.3137

.60494
.62917
.67578
.64045

Social Agency

Low
Average
High
Total

993
1154
503
2650

3.2741
3.3090
3.4029
3.3138

.59876
.62691
.73418
.63998

College Involvement

Low
Average
High
Total

778
1278
593
2649

3.0775
3.3552
3.5387
3.3148

.59596
.61098
.65356
.63897

* Scores > 3.00 indicate rejection of a customer orientation, while scores < 3.00
indicate an expression of a customer orientation
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Table 4.14: ANOVA Results
Variable

df

F

Partial η2

p

Sex

1

87.786***

.032

.000

Race

1

44.925***

.017

.000

First Gen

1

38.474***

.014

.000

Fin Concern

2

7.509**

.006

.001

Econ Situation

3

3.222*

.004

.022

Major

2

62.794***

.045

.000

Political View

2

24.931***

.019

.000

Pluralistic Orientation

2

32.405***

.024

.000

Social Agency

2

6.846**

.005

.001

Likelihood of College Involvement

2

99.479***

.070

.000

*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001
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Table 4.15: ANOVA Multiple Group Comparisons

Variable

(I)

(J)

Mean
Difference
(I-J)

Std.
Error

Sig.

Business
Other Major
Arts and Humanities
Other Major
Arts and Humanities
Business

.4958***
.2540***
-.4958***
-.2418***
-.2540***
.2418***

.04315
.03804
.04315
.02931
.03804
.02931

.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000

Middle-of-the-road
Far left or Liberal
Far right or
Conservative
Far left or Liberal
Far right or
Conservative
Middle-of-the-road

-.0829
-.2344***

.03633
.03792

.067
.000

.0829
-.1516***

.03633
.02747

.067
.000

.2344***
.1516***

.03792
.02747

.000
.000

Average
High
Low
High
Low
Average

-.1249***
-.2747***
.1249***
-.1498***
.2747***
.1498***

.02783
.03485
.02783
.03274
.03485
.03274

.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000

Average
High
Low
High
Low
Average

-.2777***
-.4611***
.2777***
-.1834***
.4611***
.1834***

.02803
.03361
.02803
.03063
.03361
.03063

.000
.000
.000
.000
.000
.000

Planned
Major
Arts and
Humanities
Business
Other Major
Political
View
Far right or
Conservative
Middle-of-theroad
Far left or
Liberal
Pluralistic
Orientation
Low
Average
High
College
Involvement
Low
Average
High
***p<.001
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Table 4.16: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Independent Variable
Descriptive Statistics
Item

Group

%

Mean

SD

Min

Max

Male
Female

49.5
50.5

Not White
White

14.3
85.7

Not First Generation
First Generation

85.6
14.4

None
Some
Major

30.5
60.3
9.2

Disagree Strongly or
Disagree Somewhat
Agree Strongly or
Agree Somewhat

21.9

Humanities and Fine
Arts
School of Management
Other

11.3

Far Right or
Conservative
Middle of the Road
Far Left or Liberal

14.8

Pluralistic Orientation1 (n =
2656)

49.1

8.3

23.1

66.7

Social Agency2 (n = 2650)

47.6

8.6

27.8

72.8

Likelihood of College
Involvement3 (n = 2649

48.9

7.4

23.1

65.0

Sex (n = 2667)

Race (n = 2649)

First Generation (n = 2645)

Financial Concern (n = 2643)

Economic Situation (n =
2633)

78.1

Major (n = 2674)

19.5
69.2

Political Views (n = 2542)

1: Scale ranges from 12.4 to 66.8
2: Scale ranges from 27.3 to 72.8
3: Scale ranges from 9.7 to 65.0
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46.0
39.3

Table 4.17: Regression Independent Variable Descriptions and Coding
Block 1: Demographic Characteristics
Sex

A single dummy coded item indicating students sex
(0 = Male, 1 = Female)

Race

A single dummy coded item indicating students’ race
(0 = Not White, 1 = White)

First Generation

A single item indicating students’ first-generation status
(0 = Not first generation, 1 = First generation)

Level of concern about
finances

Two dummy coded items indicating the level of concern students
have about being able to finance their education
FinConcern1: (0 = No or Major, 1 = Some)
FinConcern2: (0 = No or Some, 1 = Major)

Impact of current
economic situation

A single dummy coded item indicating the extent to which students
agree that the current economic situation has significantly impacted
their college choice
(0 = Disagree Strongly or Disagree Somewhat, 1 = Agree Strongly
or Agree Somewhat)
Block 2: Beliefs and Behaviors

Planned college major

Two dummy coded items indicating students’ planned college
major
Major1: (0 = Other or School of Management, 1 = Humanities and
Fine Arts
Major2: (0 = Humanities and Fine Arts or School of Management,
1 = Other)

Political views

Two dummy coded items indicating students’ political views
PoliView1: (0 = Conservative, Far Right, or Middle-of-the-road, 1
= Liberal or Far Left)
PoliView2: (0 = Conservative, Far Right or Liberal, Far Left, 1 =
Middle-of-the-road)

Pluralistic orientation

CIRP construct measuring skills and dispositions appropriate for
living and working in a diverse society

Social agency

CIRP construct measuring the extent to which students value
political and social involvement as a personal goal

Likelihood of college
Involvement

CIRP construct measuring students’ expectations about their
involvement in college life generally
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Table 4.18: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Correlation Matrix
COS
score
COS score

Sex

Race

First
Gen

Fin
Fin
Econ
Major
Concern Concern Situation 1
1
2

Major Poli
Poli
Pluralistic Social College
2
View 1 View 2 Orientation Agency Involvement

1

Sex

.188***

1

Race

.128***

.008

First Gen

-.118***

.007

-.206***

.019

.068**

-.015

FinConcern2

-.082***

.065**

-.114*** .106***

Economic
Situation

-.041*

.109*** -.063**

.060**

.242***

.077***

Major1

.155***

.088*** .053**

-.056**

.015

.029

.012

.039

.067**

.024

.025

.022

.020

-.528***

PoliView1

.129***

.084*** -.002

-.019

.036

.020

.043*

.114**

PoliView2

-.071***

-.003

-.053**

.059**

-.006

-.001

-.009

-.093*** .028

-.742***

Pluralistic
Orientation

.151***

-.016

-.077*** .005

-.038

.044*

.026

.050*

.036

.178*** -.098***

Social Agency

.077***

.104*** -.141*** .004

.027

.053**

.115***

.008

.029

.164*** -.106*** .335***

College
Involvement

.274***

.256*** -.075*** -.052**

.049*

.025

.114***

.073***

.028

.147*** -.071*** .264***

FinConcern1
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Major2

1

-.035

1
.053**

*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001 (2 – tailed)

1
-.379***

1
1
1
1
-.004

1
1
1
1
.472***

1

Table 4.19: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Results
Block 1

Variable

B

Block 2

SE B

β

B

SE B

β

Block 1: Demographic Characteristics
Sex

.252

.025

.197***

.150

.025

.118***

Race

.179

.037

.097***

.209

.036

.114***

First Generation

-.163

.037

-.088***

-.116

.035

-.063**

FinConcern1

-.007

.029

-.005

-.022

.028

-.017

FinConcern2

-.164

.050

-.072**

-.198

.047

-.087**

Econ Situation

-.067

.032

-.044*

-.095

.030

-.062**

Major1

.355

.045

.175**

Major2

.171

.031

.124**

PoliView1

.119

.037

.091**

PoliView2

.049

.036

.038

Pluralistic Orientation

.008

.002

.101***

Social Agency

-.005

.002

-.068*

Likelihood of College Involvement

.020

.002

.238***

Block 2: Beliefs and Behaviors

Model Statistics
Adjusted R2
∆ R2
*p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001
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.065

.165

.068***

.102***
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Figure 4.1: Changes in Student Responses of Importance of Developing a Meaningful Philosophy of Life and of Being
Very Well Off Financially from 1972-2009 for All Students
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Figure 4.2: Changes in Student Responses of Importance of Developing a Meaningful Philosophy of Life and of Being
Very Well Off Financially from 1972-2009 by Institutional Type
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Figure 4.3: Changes in Student Responses of Importance of Developing a Meaningful Philosophy of Life and of Being
Very Well Off Financially from 1972-2009 by Public and Private Four Year Colleges

University Type
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Figure 4.4: Changes in Student Responses of Importance of Developing a Meaningful Philosophy of Life and of Being
Very Well Off Financially from 1972-2009 by Public and Private Universities

All UMass Amherst Students
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Figure 4.5: Changes in UMass Amherst Students’ Responses concerning the Importance of Developing a Meaningful
Philosophy of Life and of Being Very Well Off Financially from 1971-2009.

UMass CIRP Changes by Sex
100%
90%

234

% Reporting Essential
or Very Important

80%

Philosophy - Male

70%
60%

Philosophy - Female

50%
40%

Financially - Male

30%

Financially - Female

20%
10%
0%
1970

1975

1980

1985

1990

1995

2000

2005

2010

Year

Figure 4.6: Changes in UMass Amherst Students’ Responses concerning the Importance of Developing a Meaningful
Philosophy of Life and of Being Very Well Off Financially by Sex from 1971-2009.
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Figure 4.7: Changes in UMass Amherst Students’ Responses concerning the Importance of Developing a Meaningful
Philosophy of Life and of Being Very Well Off Financially by Race from 1971-2009.
.
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Figure 4.8: Changes in UMass Amherst Students’ Responses concerning the Importance of Developing a Meaningful
Philosophy of Life and of Being Very Well Off Financially by Academic Area from 1971-2009
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Figure 4.9: Changes in UMass Amherst Students’ Responses concerning the Importance of Developing a Meaningful
Philosophy of Life and of Being Very Well Off Financially by First-generation status from 1971-2009.
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Figure 4.10: Changes in UMass Amherst Students’ Responses concerning the Importance of Developing a Meaningful
Philosophy of Life by Concern about Finances from 1971-2009.
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Figure 4.11: Changes in UMass Amherst Students’ Responses concerning the Importance of Being Very Well Off
Financially by Concern about Finances from 1971-2009.
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Figure 4.12: Scree Plot from Factor Analysis of Customer Orientation Items
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Figure 4.13: Histogram of Customer Orientation Scale Scores

Figure 4.14: Scatterplot of Residuals from Hierarchical Multiple Regression
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Figure 4.15: Histogram of Standardized Residuals from Hierarchical
Multiple Regression
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